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B Abstract ’ . 4
to examine the extent to which students - if different service deTivery
el ' levels were provided with varying instructional approaches , and
opportunities to learn. Several differences were found in

instructional approaches: __less severely learning disabled students

were allocated more time for academic "activities, entire group
™ .

o

media, individual teaching structures, and teacher approval. However;

fow differefces were found in students' opportunities to 1ea%h,through

_active acadentic responding: less severely learning disabled students
‘engaged in silent reading for greater amounts of time- than more

severely. learning disabled students, -but fhey also spent more time in

inappropriate student responses. Academic responding time was low for

all students, averaging lgss than 45 minutes per ‘day, andfvariabﬁ}ity

among students was large, even within one service délgvery level. "

Al

Relationships among student response times and §chievement gain§

gqura]]y confirmed the positive relationship between active academic

responding and achievement and the negative relationship between

inappropriate résponding and achievement. . The implications of the

™~ findings for service provjsipn to LD students are explored.

’ ’ . '

. _ " Twenty-six LD students were observed over two entire school days.

teéching structures, and no teacher response than were more severely.

learning disabled students, who were allocated more time for other
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“~ Academic Responding Time for LD Students Receiving

477 . Different Levels of Special Education Services |

-

Instruction for learning disabled (LP)! students. supposedly has
undergone major shifts in focus since the need for special education
} o .
for these students first was proposed (cf Thall, 1978). Further

because def1n1t1ons of "1earn1ng d1sab1]1ty" have varied from state to

state (Mercer, Forgnone,..& Wolking, 1976), the characteristics of LD

,stqdents in one state often are different from those of LD students in

; | |
another state. In fact, the definitions and characteristics of LD

_ students’ may change: from one community to the next (cf. Ysseldyke,

1979) ' Even within one community, educators have recognized that

there are variations in the char%cter1st1cs of students categor1zed as

]earn1ng d1sab1ed (cf. Ysse]dyke & A190221ne, 1982).

The existence of variable character1st1qs within special

.

education categories, and presumably the corresponding variance in

instructional needs, led Deno (1970) to prbpose a cascade modér

special education -services. For the public schools, this, modeT .

-

outlined a continuum of serv1ces from reqular c]assroom p]acement

(least restrictive) thropgh homebound services (mast restrictive).

‘t_

Some states have adopted this'tyde‘of moded, in providing services to

S i v

. LD students, varywng the leve] of serv1ce rece1ved by the student

accord1ng to the sever1ty of the student s d1sab1]1ty

ine
<

Recen}\suryeys have demonstrated cofsiderable variability in the

jnstructdpna] interventions” uséd with LD students across the nat.dion

(Potter & Mirkin, 1982; Thurlow & Ysseldyke, 1982). However, the '

\
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- surveys did] not ;gatherwdata extent“ td which viariability was a

’

- F ’Fun t]on of the characKemstnc f- the students *be1 g served. One;

1 . ‘
that 1{11% belen 1gdored to a 11ar e extent is the

. re‘revant cha ac' ristic

" se'veﬂt)( of he student'\ Mg 1sab1\1rty{ (cf. Pop , 1981).
? .“,‘ | “: ;r-I..n';“mve t gating i ilon’ For swtudents, v!arnb]es that havel'
e ‘Bge_n—*‘tﬁe re the—amoqnt oﬁrﬁne rthe*student‘”: -

| content areas uqmg specific kinds
| \

=7

A . c ]
. . che1ves inst

. } mater'ials, as weH gé how he teacher 1ntteracts1 w1th the s‘todent,j“ '
P papd what the student doe’s \wh1 e|in, c]ass (cf’ McCormick, Cooper l‘l

Yo

o | ' s J H

‘Goldman 19.7 )! Teacher .r!epcr s «%t\' the instru¢tionaIT time be1n£;

d I

! 3!
i . provided to students 15\ one J)proach that might, be Ysed to study,
s - . - / .
A r \

| \ different sreuTwce delivefy

4
©

L ferences in educat1on for students, in\
'\ ‘

S env1ronments However, greemw between

acher, r p'rt‘s and what'

‘ | actu Ny takes piace  has - been shown to be minimal |(Felsenthal| &

i ‘h s ‘E kS }
ﬁ K1rsch,\}978; Frederick, Walberg, & ﬁRasher, 1§.Z \?azcobsen, 1950;
N ".f o . T

3 . b 1 '
! Karwe1t & Slavin, 1981): DObservational Procedures generally have been

more fruitful; observed time ' dn,  irstruction, and even more

-
L

specifically,| stidents’ active responding time, have béen shown to
. ’ .

relate direc'ly to students' achi_evemeptN in school (cf. Graden,

Thurlow, & Ysseldyke, 1982a).

/ Although observation has’ been used with increasing frequency to

examine regular class students' academic responding time,k engaged

! "time, or opportunity to learn, ]itt]e has been done with LD students,

-

\ ,
0f those studies that have used formal obse‘rvatlonal techniques, most /

’ compared LD students as a group to students having other labels or to
. . b 'Y
!
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normal students, In‘oné-bbserbational investigation that;compared LD
and non-gD secondary étudéﬁtg %n'a~hainstream class, three types of
stuhgnt»behaviors wgqg'opserved; study behaviors, social behaviors,
' ‘ and ' classroom “conduct behav iors (Schumaker, o Sheldon-Wildgen, &

. ,' Sherman, 1980). LD students were found to spend more time than non-LD
\ * . .

- ***‘s¢udent9Win~fead$ng;—wr4%+ngr~ﬂd6~ﬂe%e-tak%ng~s¢udy+behavipns,~and

somewhat more time in rule violatiqns. Student-teacher interactiens

_of LD and non-LD setondary students during a mainstream clags also

" have been observed (Powell, Suzuki:'Atwater, Gorney K?upéaw, & Morris;
1981; Skﬁ{&c, 1980). Interactions were fgynﬁ/;gxle similar for thd

two groups:  teachers called on anpd of%ered assistance t6 LD and
\ non-LD students jwith equal frequency; students jn the two groups
volunteered answers and regdested help equally often; and, students
received about the same proportfon of approval and qigapproval.'

¢

' ® [n a stuydy that ‘compared third-grade ! LD students to

nonhandicapped high achievers, * nonhandicapped 1low achievers, and
- .

behaviorally handicapped students (Thompson, 197&), “teacher-student

4
. . ) . o
interactions were the focus Yf observations. < Nd differences were

4

. . found between low-achieving students and LD students. . However,

teachers initiated more idteractions overdll and gave more feedback

»

- \oderall to LD students than to high achieving students, and. asked

fewer low level questjons of LD students than of behaviorally

‘

. handicapped #tudents. These differences were based on.observations of

1

oly dyadic interactions of the teacher, and student; thus, much of

what "happened in the classroom was excluded from analysis.

)

:

<
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Ahother study compared LD and non-LD third and fourth qgadér .

students, o;er. two .entire school days (Thur]ow,\ Gradﬁp, Gréenér, &

'Ysséldyke, 1982). Usin§ one of the more co&p;ehenside observation

systems {Greenyood, Delqyadr}; ‘& Hall, 1978;. Greenwood, Delquadri,

SFan]ey, Tgrry, & Ha%1f‘1981; Hall, Greenwood, &.Deiquadri, undated;

— - —w——St?n4ey & Greenweod3—4980);uthis study ﬁound~né«d4££erences in the

- .times a]]ocqted to specific - activitfesl . However, thene were
significant differences in the type of ‘instruction receivéé: LD
sthdénts received significantly more individual instructipn than
non-LD studénts; conYersely,’non-LD Students-received signi#icant]y
more ‘instruction within an entiﬁg group structure. .Thur]g% et al.
also found that LD students received about three times as muth teacher

- approval as non-Lp students., A]though the school day f&r the ;tudents

H

was approximately 390 mtgutes, a]most'ha]f of that- time was spept in

activities not covered by the observation system (lunch, -fecess, °*

g ' . i . " ) .
musjc, physical education, special assemblies,-bathroom bréaks, moving . -

between ciassrooms). About E&reg'hours were 511@c§ted\to aeademiq .t
act{vities. Yet, active academic responding time by the students wés
small, averaging aboﬁt_dS minutes per day.

\_gigmgndffva]]e;orsa, and Leinhardt (19&0) observed LD ‘students

. o .
within «the special, classroom; no comparison groups were included in
a v - 2 o

the stﬁdy: These investigators found that although the students were |

‘in school for approximately 287 minufes each daj, néar]y gne-third of \ ’

' . \

that tjme was spent making response§ unrelated to academics (off—ta§k \

&

responses and waiting or management responses). .

— -
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The .present: study was conducted to \iiizigg/,thé nature of

instruction and academic responding tihe for .LD, students receiving
, . . e > w P

. . . . ) Lo
different levels of spec education services. . The observation
/}

P
-
<

- o ’ e
procedures used by Thurlow et al. (1982)~were selected to avefd some
_ y Thirloy (1982) a0

of the difficulties. encoun eréﬂ’d}n other studies of:/cTassroom

o
-
-

variab]es«rel¢naff€6is%udentsﬁ learning and -students™ ch%{acteristics -

4

(cf. Graden et al., 1982a). Specifically, the observation éystem
fecqﬁged’activity, task, and structure, as well as teacher position,
teacher activityi,ﬂand- student resﬁonse, on a l0-second interval
schedu]e.,«Eégg subject was ‘observed for two entire school aays on the
10=second interval coding schedule.

Research Questions , -

Numerous research questions were posed in this investigation. Of
these, eight were consideted to be of major interest for the presenp

report 2on the nature of instructional and responding times for

students in five levels of LD services:

(1) To what extent are there significant differences in

time allocated to various activities for students in .

., different LD service delivery levels? ) -

(2) To what extent are there significant differences in
time allocated to academic versus non-academic :
activities for students in different LD service
delivery levels?

(3) To what extent are there significant differences in
time allocated to varidus tasks for students in
different LD service deglivery levels?

(4) To what extent are there significant differences in
time allocated to various teaching Structurks for
students in different LD service delivery :
1evJ¢]s? ! ' \‘

y ‘ , Y
]

»

v
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» . (5) To what extent are there significant differences in
+ time-allotated to various teacher positions for
students in différent LD servite delivery levels?

~
-

(6) To what extent are there significant differences in~
time allocated‘to varjous teacher activities for
students in differen® LD service delivery -

; levels? W .
y ¥ .
To what extent are there significant differences in
time spent in various student responses by students in’
dif¥erent LD service delivery levels? -
° Y
(8) To what extent are there significant differences in
time spent “in. academic responding; task management, and
inappropriate behaviors by students in different LD
- service delivery levels? ’

. ' - In addition to these\reseqéch questions, the present report also

>

LD -stuaénts, (b) the relationship between time in various student

responses and achievement, and (c) differences between LD students at

different service levels that were not coded by the 0bsérvati0na]
system, . ‘ Co :
Method

. .
< . ‘ . ' . ¢

e . Subjects ’
- -TWenty-six students from 25 classrooms in 11’e1emenfqry/§chodls

served as subjects.  Students n;deiv}ng LD sérviﬁes, a;hievelg 1-4
(N=23) were from 24 c]gssrooms in 10 elementary schools in a suBurbén
school'%Q;trict. .Level 5 subjects (N=3) were from two c]ggsrooms in

« one e]eméntary school in an urban schdo1 district. The program for
level 5 students was one of only a few within public schools in the

" metropolitan area in which the study was conducted. There were no

level 5 students in” the %uburban school district from which the other
3 .

.

addresses: (a) what the “typical" school day is- like for elementary
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tstudents were selected. -~ 2 | _ 5 ' =
The five Tevels of LD service, were defined in terms: of the amount
of spelcia]izedg-hef?;19 reeeived by the~‘student. Leve]\ll ’students '
recetved indirect LD specia]}st theip ip the form of fo]loh-uq'
mphitoring and perhaps some consuttation between the td te;cher and
the regu]ar c]assroom teacher “Level 1 studentslddd not leave thé
regu]ar c]assroom for serv1ces Level 2 students received more direct
help from the LD specialist,. hut still only withiw the 'regujar .
classroom, The LD, teacher provided the regular c]assroom teacher with
specsial support services for the student or sometimes ~entered the
regular classpoom to provide the student with special tutoring'for a

shalt amount of time. Level 3 sthdents received special LD services
putside‘qf the regular classroom for par{ of the day (up to 1/2 day,
or 3 hours). Level 4 student®received special tb‘services outside,gt
the regular e]assroom for more than half of the day. Level 5 students .
received all ihstruction within a special LD c]essroom: [t was
assumed that the 1eve1 in which’ a part1Cu1ar student received services .
ref]ected the severity “of the student's _learning d1sab111ty or the
degree of learning thpairment evidenced by the student; the higher the
‘hdmber of the level id wh1ch the student received services; the -
greater the sever1ty of the, student S 1earn1ng d1sab1]1ty¢ 73

T AN students were in grades three (N=15) and four (N=11); 17 were
male and 9 ‘were female.  The homeroqm teachers of the level 1-4

" students included 17 females (12.3rd grade, 5 4th grade) and 6 males

(1 3rd grade, 5 "4th grade). The ]eve] 5 teachers, each ot whom served .

b v N
C\ ‘ ' d
.

-
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8 . ‘ ) \
both'third 'and fourth grade students, wer'e both female. - ‘

Al teachers and students were volunteer participants in tne-

observational study. In. the subunban scnoo] district, consent forms

&

nereééent to teachers and the parents of all stndents by the school
d1str1ct at the beg1nn1ng of - the schoo] year. In the-urban school
'd1str1ct consent forms were sent to teachers and the parents of all
students in their c]assrooms by the LD coord1nator in the spring.
Students were se]ected randomly from each ]eve] of service, with
three each from levels 1, 2, 4, and 5 and the remaining 14 from level

3. This distribution was reflective of the general distribution in

the population. . .

-.0bservat1on sttem

o

The CISSAR {(Code for Instructional Structure and Student Academic

Response) observation system was used in this study. The version of

the system employed was developed by the Juniper Gardens Children's

~'Project in Kansas City, Kansas (Greenwood et al., 1978). <The system

facused the observation on the behavigr of one target student (rather
than sampling Behaviors of seéera] students) and allowed observers ‘to
record six event areas: (a) activity (12 coqesf, (b) task (8 €odes),
{c) teaching structnre (3'codesi, (d) teacher position (6 codes), (e)

teacher activity (5 codes), and (f) student response (19 -codes).

Seventeen stop codes also were used to record reasons‘for'terminationK'

of observation. Table 1 is a list of the_event areas and the spec1f1c

events recorded w1th1n‘each area. Deta11ed def1n1¢1ons and examples

3

are ﬂresented in Appendix A, Excluding the stop codes, a total of 53

*
’

1 ’ .

1o

.
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U 7 Insent Table 1 about here

~*  An, interval time"sampﬂing technique was used to direct the

aecording “of events. Three event areas were recorded every 10 seconds

4§

over the entire schbo] day while the student was in the classroom.
Loding st strgctured into blocks ofs seven 10-second intervals.

S e B ' . |
Dring - the first 10-second interval, "activity, "“task, and teaching
ce¥ 0. t :

structufe were recorded. Ouring each of the next 10-second intervils,

»teacher position, teacher activity, 'and  student response were

Al

srecorded This pattern was maintained thr0ugh0ut the observation. =

«AnAaud1tory electronic t1mer attached to a c}1pboard was used to
¥

- ® -
¢ % N

s1gna] the 10-second intervals.  The timer was equipped with an

earp]ug so that only the observer could he ”the signal (a short beep

' “‘

~ s0und). The, c11pboard was used to hold cod1ng sheets and to provide a

“

. hard surface for marking events.

. The‘ coding sheets, modeled after those used. by the Juniper

;' o 'Gerdens ChdereH's Pro}ect (Stanley & Greenwood, 1980), were designed
atiM{nnesofa's Institute so that the; conlb be read automatically by
an opticgl scanner (see Append]x B) To be read correctly by the
scanner, the circles on the coding sheet had to be dark and comp]etely
filled. In addition to spaces for. coding student identification and
start and stop times, each sheet centained three blocks representing

' 70 seconds each. ﬁach completed sheet representdd 3.5 minutes of

*
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Observers . ‘ |
Eleven individuals served as observers during the presept study.

Nipe of the observers were résponsib]e% for the majo}ity of “the =z
observations. The other two observers were substitutes who filled in o
for reason; _of siékness, make-up observationé, and sék on. These
substitute observers were Enétitute staff members who conducted
obseryé;.{rqining sessions and monitored-the'regular observers. The

reqular ‘obsgrvers.were all females who had been selected #Yoﬁ a pool
of 50 femé]e applicants who had responded to an -ad in a ]6ca] "
newspape}. A prerequisife for considerqtion was tha&»;he’applicant- .
not have a background in education; the goal was to minimize biases

that might be brought to the classroom setting. Addit}ona] selection
criteria inciﬁdea average or above average reading ability and”
berformance On selected parts of a general clerical skills 'test. A '
personal interview with one of two IRLD staff members comprised the

final step of selection.

. Of the nine selected observérs, two had attended college for at .
least‘one year and one had a BA, Two others had completed a ‘Business
or.bocational school program. ?revious emp]byment varied greatly,
including sales, c]ericé], fpstér. parfn;, own business, and socié]
worker. A1l but two observers had a child or children in elementary

- P

or secondary school’ Observers did not work in schools in which their

children were enrolled. , .
i : ‘ ’ .

,/-/.

e
-
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Procedures

I ‘
Observer_ 'training.  Training of observers in the observation

5

I3

system was accomplished through the use of an Observér and Trainer's
A Manual (Stanley & Greeniaod, 1980). The manual presented eight units
' that, 'according to the authors, were sequenced inm terms of the

compPexity of the ‘recording ski]ﬁs covered. Training required

observers to read materials and then practice coding small numbers of
V events through the use of a variety of other med{a, including

f]ashcardsa overheads, and videotapes.  Exercises aqd_quizzes were . -

presented throughout the manual. Mastery (100% cogrect) of the
- ) X : ; _ R -

material in each unit was required before continu®ng in the trajning
‘- ,

L to the next un¥t. Lt *

. ) 5 - d
Trainjng in the .system’was <onducted by four Institute <Staff

&
2 ;

members. Two wgeks “of half-day training sessions were required to -

3

cover the material presented in the manual.’ This was followed by two : S

]

to three days of practice coding within actual classrooms.-

Data collection. The trained educationgl observers coded

activities on either a hho]e;&qy (bne ogservér all day) .or' half-day
(one’ observer for morning, anoiher for afternoon) basis. Typically,
observers did not‘codé continuously for a period of more than 1 1/2 -
2 hours because of breaks within the school day. Observations were
not conducted during brééks, such as those for ]uncﬁ, recess,” and_
baﬁhroom. ”.Also, observers did not code during pﬁysi;al educétion, «
muéic, or special assembly prog?ams since the observatian system did

not apply to these situations. Observers did follow target students

\

.
~
— .
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.+ when they Teft théir homerooms to go to other classrooms for other
subjects (typically reading 1ng/or mathematics), or when they went tp
the‘LQ teacher for special instruction. Coding was conducted in these
other cﬁassrooms in the same manner‘as in homerooms. Regard}ess«qf
the physical setting, observers attempted to position themselves to be -
unobtrusive and to avoid revealing the identity of target students to

. the target students themselves or to other students.

Use of the optical scanner coding sheets typically requi;ed
observers to mark only siashes in the appropriate circles while
‘observjng because the 10-sec§nd interval did not provide enough time
for circles to be darkened sufficiently to be read accurately by the
optical scanner. As a ;e5u1t, bbservers.daékeneﬁ the slashed circlés V! . o
af{er the actué] observation was comp]etéﬁ, gither during break

‘t periods, in the-evepings, or'on fhe weekends. This procedure tended o -

to ‘reduce errors in the coding of data. o ‘ .
Frequently, the coded observational data were supplemented with

S e

an anecdotal recofdfng; Generally, anecdotal recordings were used %o

provide® a d%séription of the classroom setting, the.target student,

and anything unusual that may have occurred during observations. The

Appendix C) to help them determine when thegywere needed and what they .

\
% ‘o F h".'!‘n\"‘ k‘:‘ " - ‘
'Y .

. Ty
Each target student was observed for two full days by observers.

should cover.

~ The decision to collect two days of data on each student was based on

stability analyses presented by Greenwood et al. (198l), in.which they 3

.

observers were provided with guidelines for anecdotal recordings (see T i

Q. ) " ld ™~ | - - | “




' 13

- ‘e

found one day of observa£ion predicting 62% aﬁa 92% of the variance
for activity and student.%esponse, respective]y.' The pbservations“
were scheduled so that students would not be observed twice on the
same day of the week; typically, the two dgyé of 6bservaf¥on'weﬁe

gonse&utive. A1l observations (2 days for 26 students) were: completed

between January and April, . C ‘\
In the present study, it was impossible to keep observers blind

as to the LD classification of Ythe students they observé®%ince wost
1] . . .

of the LD students. met with an LD teacher for some'part of " the day.
4
However, they were unaware of each g{ydent's level of service. It was

also difficult to keep teachers unaware of the identity of students

-

being observed. For this reason, teachers were asked to help
’ N Y .

'3

observers identify the students and to provide them with the students'’

5 . ; i,
schedules. L ﬁ{ - %)

, R"]iab{fitx. Reliability checks Were conducted throughout the

- study. These checks ,were conducted by another observer (designated )
R kJ ' ) )
« the "reliabi]ity*observer“) who joined the observer in the classroom . _

and coded events on the target student for approximately 14:minutes (4

.

paées.of observation). During this study, 10 reliability checks were

" Completed. . - .

.

v Two types of reliiri]ity were checked: (a) behavidral, and (b)

sequential. Behavioral reliability was a measure of observer

~

agreement on a specific event being observed; behavioral reliabilities

were calculated for (a) teacher position, (b) teacher activity, and - )

(6) student response. The second type—of reliability, sequential
' ' C * e T

“
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reliability, was a mék ure of observe( agreement on a sequence of
1tems; this measure was designed to document that ohsé;vers were
coding in the sequence required by the observation systém. According

to the CISSAR training manual, the desired levels of ‘reliability were
q

90% for behavioral reliability and’ 85% for sequential reliability.

[y

Table 2 presents a summary of the reliabilities obtained during the

present study.

°

To maintain adequate levels of reliability thr0ughbut.the,study,
meetings were. held to discuss coding problems’, ‘ re]iabi]iity
disagreéments, and so on. These were held on a wéeé]y basis for the
firsg two Qeeks of the study, and then on a biweekly Bgs{s afger that.
At the meetings, definitions were,revi;wed and any disagreements were

resolved. - E

Achievement testing. Level 1-4 students in the present study

were administered/the Peébody Individual Achievement Test (PIAT; Dunn
& Markwardt, 1970? by LD personnel yﬁthin the suburban school system.
The PIAT was administered to most students both at the end o'f the
school "year and at the beginning of the year or sometime previous to
that. Level 5 students were édministered the PIAT at the end of the
school year by a trained tester.who was one of t%e Insti%ute staff
members. "Pre" scores on the PIAT ‘were not available for these

studehts. 4

»
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b
End-of-the-year PIAf sc&rés were obtained” for 26 of the students
‘(26.9%)., The remaiging students were not tested either because ihey
had; moved (3.8%), bgcause parental permission for’ prpviding tést(
’scoresitbhlnstiiute sgaff was not given (7.7%), or because the school
syétém's rLD' staff had decided that a. ﬂa]] testing would be moré
.appropriateK(11.5%5. End-af-thefyear PTAT data were avai]ab]e'for.one
Tevel 1 student (33.3%), two level 2 students (66.7%), 11 level 3
students (78.6%), three 1evé1l4 students (100.0%), and three level 5
stidents (100,08). | L

*

“pre" PIAT scores were obtained for 16 of the students (61.5%):

.

oo . .
-one level 1 student (33.3%), two leveld 2 students (66.7%), 11 level 3

students .{78.6%); two level 4 students (66.7%), and no 'level 5
students (0.0%). - : N

v

Data Analysis ’
= s

Total amounts of time each §tud§nt spent in the 53 observed

. [ ﬁ\ * . v
events ‘and in five event comdﬁsﬁ}es over the' two days of obseryation
comprised the dependent measures that were ana]xged in this study.

However, for descriptive purposes, these times were transformed to

represent the -time §pent in each event during qne sc§001 day. Because

-

the observatiqn system was designed to record as much data as'possible.
. A , "
during each 10 second interval, the activity, task, ahd structure were

‘ b
coded once every 70 seconds while the teacher- position, ,teacher-
v" \

activity, and student response were coded six times évery 70 seconds..

Thus, transformations of times from the recording &ystem prodhced

—
slight overestimates ‘of the time spent in .each. activity, task, and
r : \ ' )

o

~

-

-

N
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structure, and slight underes@imates of the time spent in each teacher

position, teacher activity, éhd student response. The transformed

times appear in all figures and tables, but were not used in "the”

v

actual data analyses.

$

A1l data ‘were analyzed using one-way ANQOVAs to, test for

significant differences (p < .05) between the group means. Further,

because some of the significant Fs might occur-by chance due to the”

large number of ANOVAs conducted, ‘only those findihgs that exceeded

the number that would be expected by chance for each reseafch question

. (5%) are reported.?

Student-Newman-Keuls follow-up tests were run on all variables
e run

meeting - the "significance criteria described above. A .05 level of

-

significance was adopted for these follow-up tests.

In additioh to comparing the means of the students in the five:

service delivery levels, comparisons were conducted with students in
\ . .
levels 1 and 2-combimed and students in Tevels 4 and 5 combiNed. This

latter amalysis allowea for the examination of differences between
three approaches to service defivery: (1) delivery'within the regular
classroom getting (levels 1 and 2), (2’ delngry within a resource
room for're]a?ively brief time periods (level 33K and (3) delivery
within a special setting fon relatively e%tended tiﬁe.periods (]evé]s

4 and 5).

N

'

,Students' end-of-the-year PIAT data were correlated with ‘their
student response times. Further, for those students having hoth pre

and post scores on the PIAT,'corre1étions were calculated between the

2L) ’

-
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changes in_ their PIAT scores, ahd their observed student response

times.

Regults
A Typical School Day '
) For students in. levels 1-4,/the total sehdo] day was 390 minutes;

this included all time From'whe 7 they arr1ved at school in the morning
to when they left in the afterfoon The total school day for level 5
a

students was 345 miAutes. An

/

time indicated that there we7e no slgn1f1cant differences among the

»

five groups. E

. 'S

- A .typical school day for the 23 level 1-4 LD students derived by
. . §

t
averaging across all studenhs, .is depicted in. Figures. 1-6. Theseg

figures represent the averége t ime devoted' to each dctivity, task,
structure, teacher position, teacher act1v1ty, and student response
Although the,total school day was 390 minutes,. students were observed

For'on]y s1ight1y over hai of this time. During the rem§1n1ng t1me

8,

students were 1nvo]ved in act1v1t1es ‘not included in- the observation
system (such as 1unch, receis music, special -assemblies, étc.)

Insert Figures 1-6 about here
" When studénts could be observed, most time was” allocated ‘to
academic activities; . tHree Gtivities werg allocated the mosté?ﬁme:

about ‘57 minutes were devoted to reading, about 43 minutes were

devoted to math, and about 30 minutes were devoted to language (see
' » i * s N

7

lysis of the total amount "of observed

e
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Figure 1). The major task.for students was readers, followed by other

e -

N 7 . . ’
med1a, » worksheets, and workbooks :(see Figure 2).  Most time ‘was

devoted to an-enttre group teéching structure (see Figure 3), and the’ )
Ko [:

teach®r most often was pos1tvoned among students, (see Figure 4). The

‘. most frequent teacher activity cons1sted of no respon&é”to the target - oL

d”;~ student;- this was followed by teaching (see Figure-5). Student
responses most often were task management r spanses (about 1 1/2 hr) - ~

. .8 - -~ .
especially passive' responses such as- listeping, waiting,“etc. (see -

Figure 6). For student resﬁonses £hat were'academic in nature, most
¢ . ¥
t ime was spent wr1t1ng InapproprLate student responses accounted for PR

e l».

‘about 30 mmutes of the student S obs‘erved schoo] day/ . ”
IS Var1ab111tg. The' times presented*“in F1gures 1- 6 represent

,§‘

average times across students; they g1ve nollnd1cat1on of the‘gxtreme\

b

>
E
-

' - yariability in times for ind#idual’ students. The averagert1mes and
‘ ranges of times for some of the events shOW1ng “the greateit

N N'r oo -
variability' acrogs all’ students are shown 1n . Table 3 The average

, . times and ranges of t1mes for a11 observed events qre presented in the

g,

H

tables 4n Appendix D. .. As .1s 1nd1cated 1n+=these Atab]es, large _’

\ diffe%énce§’Tn times ex?sted,among the,LD students ?or examp]e, on
’ e
the days observed one student?“Was a]]ocated no time in dndividual.
¢ ‘ S . ) >
‘1nstruct1on while apother student was allocated over 1 1/2 hoers\ _

1ndividua1 instruction; one studeht spent dbout 5 minutes looking
-around while another student spent 28 m1nutes do1ng So. Whe‘extreme

var1abv]1ty in times’ for 1nd1v1dua1 students shou]d be kept in mind

~ whén considering the average times found for the vangous events that ' )

.
’

« s ' N Y

/
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weré observed, . \ ’
Comparison of LD Students Across Five Seryice Levels| .

Although a signifjicant difference was not $ouud among the five
! b 4 .
groups of students in the total amount of time observed, the average

times did vary-‘from a *low of 168.4 mﬂnutes (2.9 hr) for level 5

o
~

students to a high of 232.3 minutes (3.9 hr) for level 2 students. As
times are broken down into variousc activities, tasks, and so on,
. ‘ { .

< m-_
differences between actual times may be significant when the!

(3

percentages of total times are nearly equivalent; on the otheJ@hahd,

differences between actual times -may be insignificant when the
percentages of lofa] times appear very divergenti The actual amoun}
of time is considered tosbe the critical measure (cf. Graden et al.,
were conducted on actual times.

LQ@Za); statistical tests

+

thus,
However, #¥centage data also are presented for comparison purposes.
° Activity. The. average amounts of time and percentages of time

allocated to various activities during one' school day for LD students

. #n leveis 1-5 are presented in Table 4. '/A significant difference was

) ’

found among the five groups 1in the time allocated to math,

£(4,217=4.22, p=:012. Follow-up tests indicated that more time was

allocated to math for students in level 2 (52.7 min) than" for students

. . Al‘{‘ - .
in level*5 (22.8 min). This diffé%ggpe is reflected in the

vpercentages of total observed times allocated for level 2 (22.75) and

level § (13.5%)‘studbnts. A11 other groups had allocated times for

' math in between these t%? and were bot sigﬁificant]y Hifferent from

either. For students in adl service 1evé]s, most time was allocated

: Ny
. .

AIPRNN

Mo
.



“however, less time was<allocated to math than to language. ) .
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. * to reading and math; these activities accounted for over 40% of the P
: observed school day for students in each 1eve13¢ Within level 5,

spelling, handwriting, language, science, and social studies) and in
non-academic activities (arfs/craf{s, free time, business manageﬁent,
and transition). Table 5 shows the average amounts of time allocated
to thése two activity composites during one day for students in each
service tevel, A sighﬁficant djfferencé was found among the fiv; '
groups in time 511ocated to academic activities, F(4,21)=5.11, p=.005.

Follow-up tests indic;ted that more time was a]]ocat;d to academic

activities for students in levels 2 (190.1 min or 3.2 hr) and 3 (186.2 -
min or 3.1 hr)‘tha for students in level 5 (1%3.7 min or 2.2 hr).‘

‘Examination of Table 5 reveals that the percentages ,of total times

14
-

allocated to academic activities were very similar for students in

level 2 (81.8%) and level 5 (79.4%); however, the actual time

difference amounted to one hour. No. differences were found among the

, Ve *
five groups dn the time allocated to. non-academic activities.

Ty R )
Activity composites. 'In analyzing the time allocated to various
. activities, composites were formed to compare the times spent by .
“.  students in levels 1-5 in academic activities (reading, math, o .
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Task. Table 6 is a list of the average amounis of time allocated
to var1ous tasks during one sqnool day for students in levels 1-5. A

significant deference was found among groups in the amofints of t1me
+

students” ]1stened to lectures F(4,21)=3.10, p=.038. Ffollow-up tests - .
;s did not identify the source of the difference, suggestinélthét the |

éighificance of the 'difference is questionable (Winer, 1971).  No

other differences ye;e found in the amounts of time allocated to ‘

various tasks for students in levels 1-5.

_____________________________
-~

: ” Insert Table 6 about ‘here v v

[}
1 v eemeeem——— e eme et cAc e e ——- -

| 4

..Teaching structure. Two statistically significant differences

) 1 . .
wefe found jn the amounts of time allocated to various teaching

structures for students in ]eve1s 1-5 (see Table 7). Follow-up tests

\

indicated that the 51gn4f1cant differences Setween groups Tin time

spent in entire group §tructures,'£(4,21}J:;.57, p=.001, was .due to-
A\' N ' - ,

the gréater amount of time spent by students in levels 1-3 as compared

~t0 students in levels 4 and 5. Students in levels 1-3 spent from 2.1

N .

hours to 3.6 hours in entire group instruction while students in level

4 spenggless than' one hour (56.7 min) and students in level 5 spent

Just over,one hour (1 hr°24 min) in entire group instruction. For the :
L -

,s1gn1f1cant differenck among groups -in time spent in individual
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struCtures, F(4,21)=5.96, p=.002, follow-up tests indicated that level

4 students were allocated morésindividuai ‘instruction (86.8 min or 1.4

hr) than students in all other levels, who spent from 14.6 minutes to

29.8 miﬁutes in individual instruction. It is interesting to note:
that times in iédividua] structures increased from ieve] 1 to level 4

but theh dropped at level 5; time percentages reé]ected this pattern

also. No differences damong groups were found in time allocated.to

small group structures. , ’ .

~

~

“Insert Table 7 about here

- - e - n = e = - -

Teacher position. The average amounts of time during one school

day’ spent by students in levels 1-5 with the teacher in various
positions relative to the student being observed are shown in Table 8'.
“No significant differences were found in the amounts of time spent

- -,

with the teacher in various positions for students in five service
3 -

-

levels." Students in all levels spent the most time with the teacher

among students. |

———— . e o > . e e -

" Teacher actjivity. Table 9 is a summary of the averaéé'amounts of.
— | RN .

time spent by students in levels 1-5 with the teacher involved in

varipus activities during one school day. For all groups, most time

was spent with the teacher -making no response to~them; the actual

i .. Ry
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. amount of time ranged from 1.6 hours to 2.0 hours and reflected f;om
52.5% to 71.1% of the obsgrved schoo] day. Very small éﬁounts of time
were speﬁt with‘the teacher givingﬁeither apprpval;gumgisépproval to
target students; approval time ranged from 6 seconds to 1.7 ‘minutes
and disapproval time ranged from 30 seconds to 1.4 minutes. Although
the ANOVA indicated a significant difference between groups ‘in teacher
approval time, the }ollow-up tests did not identify thg sou%cé of any

1 4 N i -~
differences. i )7

Student response. Significant differences between times.spent in

LI

various student responses by level 1-5 LD students emerged for only

one of the 19 student responses (see Table 10). The sig@ificant
!3{’ =
difference was found for the inappropriate student response gf ]boking

around, F(4,21)=3.72, p=.019. Follow-up tests indicated that s%gdents

¢ %
in level 1 ‘spent more time ]ookin%/around than students in Jevels 4
. Y
i R

* 1 ) and 5,

Student response composites. Table 11 presents the average -

amounts of iime~students spent engaged in, active academic responses
(writing, playing academic .games, reading aloyd, reading ‘si]ent]y,
talking about academics, answering' academic questions, énd asking
agademic questions), task management responses (passive responses,
raising hands, looking for materials, moving to new academic stations, :

and -appropriate play), and inappropriate responses {disruption,

O ‘ LT l)[j
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1na6propriate play, inappropriate task, té]king about n?n-academics, ) .
fnappropriate locale, ’ ]6oking around, and se]f—stimu}ation).
Differences between‘groups were found for the inappropriate-student
respons; composite, F(4,21)=3.42, p=.026. Follow-up te%ts.revealed
that students in level 2 spent more time mak ing inappropri@fé'
responses (about 45 min per day) than.did sfbdents in level 5 (about

15 min‘per da§).

P e L R Rk ]

Comparison of LD Students Grouped by Extent of Services

.

© ‘Activitx Table 12 is a list of times é]]ocated }o various
act1V1t1es for three group} of LD students (]eve]s 1 & 2 level 5
levels 4 & .5). None of the differences between these groups was
significant. (

----------------------- - - - -

Insert Table 12 about here

S T R R

Activity composites. A significant difference was found in the

time allocated to academic activities' fqr students in the three
! N < .

groups, F(2,23)=5.50, p=.011 (see Table 13). " Follow-up tests

indicated that students in level *3 were allocated more time for .

academ?% activities than were students in levels 4 and 5 combined.
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3¥5g£. Table 14 is a sum@ary of the average amounts of time
allocated to various tasks. Two significant differences among groups
were identified by the ANOVAs: time allocated to readers, and time
allocated to other media.  Follow-up tests did not Jisolate the
difference related to readers, thus suggesting that the finding of a
significpnt‘diff%rence is questionab]él For other media, fo]]owiyp‘
tests jndicated that students in levels 4 amd 5 were 51]oca£ed more
time yiih other media (about 1.1 hr) than Qere students .in levels. 1-3

(about 0.7 hr).

R R L b E e

Teachingg structure. Significant differepces among the three
groups of LD students emerged in time allocated to entire group
teaching structures F,(2,23)=10.20, p=.001 ,(see Table 15). The
follow-up test indicated that ;tudents in levgls 1-3 were a]]ocateé\
significantly more entire group time.(about 2.6 hr)'fhan were studentsl
©in lgvels 4 and 5 (abéut 1.2'hr).' Stil}, for‘studénts in }eve]s 4 and
5, entire group étruc;urqs were used more. than, any other teaching
structure, accounting fbra]most 39% of the observed day. Yet, this
is in striking comparison to the 71% %igures for students in levels

“

1-3.

S

‘ -
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Teacher position. Z?Ti/éverage amounts of time during Whjéh the
three groups of LD students received instrfction with the teacher }n
various positions relative to the students being observed a;e shown, in
Table 16, No signifjcaht differences among groups emergea. A1l -
students spent most time with the teacher among students, followed by
either in front of the c]ass%;:\beside the student-.

T ek L R e e L e

Insert Table 16 about here

---------------- P e

Teacher activity. Table 17 is a list® of the average amounts of

time the teacher wés involved in various activities with the three
groups of LD students during one schoo]‘day: For all groups, ihe
teacher was makigg no response to,the ta%get*student*for the greatest—
amount of time; however, the groups did differ significantly in the;
amount sf no response time received, F(2,23)=3.65, p=.042. Follow-up
tests indicated that students in levels 1 and 2 received more  no
response time (about 2.0 hr) ‘than students in levels 4 and 5 (about
{.5 hr).. Further, signifiéant differences emerged in the amounts of
approval time‘received,‘£X2,23z=5.83, p=.009, with students in levels
4 amd 5 receiving moré (about 1.4 min)_ than g}udents in other levels
(froﬁ 12 sec to 30 sec). It is'“interestfng that while teacher

L4

disapproval was much greater than feacher approval for Students in /;/

v

a
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levels 1-3, teacher approval was approximately equal to tealher

]
a

disapproval for students in levels 4 and 5.

Student response. Significant differences em?rged’ amoﬁg the

three—groups of LD students for times engaged in. three student
r:gpons:s (see Table 18). Students in‘]eve]s 1 and.2 were engaged {n
si];nt~ reading for a significantly longer time (12.5 min) than
students in levels 3-5 (from*3‘1 to 7.1 min), F(2,23)=5.45, p=.012.
However, students in levels 1 and 2 also engaged in inappropriate play
(8.3 min) more than students .in 1eve1}/3-5 {from 4.1 to 2.9 min),
F(2,23)=3.69, p=.041.  Further, students in levels 1 and 2 looked

around for greater amounts of time (22.2 min) than students in level 3

(15.6 min), who also looked around for greater amounts of time than '

“students™ in Tevels 4 and™5 (9.6 min), F(2, é§7=7.41”‘E=T003:' For al
groups of students, the most frequent act1ve academ1c response was
writing, account1ng for about .13% (from 168 to 23 8 m1n) of the
observed day. The most frequent student response overall was passive
responding, which accounted for about” 40% (from 60.4 to 79.8 .min) of

the observed day. Students spent More time engaged .in passive

responses (waiting, listening, efc.) than in all active academic

responses. -

¥
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Insert Table 18 about“here *

.

.............................
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Student response composites. - ~Fable 19 is a summdry of the N

average amounts of time thé three groups of LD students spent engaged
in (a) active academic responses (writing, playing academic games,
reading aloud, reading silently, talking "about academics, answering
academic questidhs, and ‘asking academic 'questions), (b) task
manaée&ent responses (ﬁgssivq responses, raising hands, look ing fo}
materials, moving Eo new academic stations, and appropriate play), and
(c) inappropfiate responses  (disruption, inappropriate play,
inappropriate taskk’talking about non-academics, inappropriate locale,
looking around, and sé]f—stimu]ation). Differences among the §r0ups

’ ~

were significant for the inappropriate response  composite,

F(2,23)=4.85, p=.018. Students in levels .1 and 2 engaged in
T " “significantlTy more inappropriate responses {about 42 min) than
students in levels 3-5 (about 15 min).

R A e L L T R
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Additional Observation.FinQiggs

In addition td’fhe.eigﬁt major research questions, data for 22 N
_other questions were. analyzed. These questions dealt with specific
combinations of the 53 events that were observed. For example, one
Magbls

guestion examined the extent to which there were significant

‘
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differences in time spent in various student responses as ‘a fupction
of teaching structures by students™ in different LD service del{very .
levels. A complete 1listing of the questions and findings for - the

comparisons of the five serviée Tevels is presented in Appendix.ﬁ.

12

Achievement Test Results

The average PIAT standard scores .of the students in each service
deiivery level at the end of the school year are b}esenteB,ih Table

20. -As is evident in the table, there was not a clear trend of .
4

b

gt

deCreasind scores from level 1 to level 5. Considerable shifting of

\ rank orders of the scores on each subtest occurred for levels 1-3. In

£

i,

general, students in levels 4 and 5 earned lower scores than students

in levels 1-3. ~ -

B e e e e e

Correlations between achievement and  student responses. ¢

Correlations were computed between students' standard scores on each™ ®

PIAT subtest and the total test with the time engaﬁed in each student

response. . Tgble 21 is ‘a list of the significant’correlations founa <
between7 the PIAT and aca&éhic student responses{‘ Both the time a

. student spent reading aloud and the time q—iggdent~spent talking about
academics were related negatively to end—of-the-yeé? PIAT scores.™ The

time a .student was engaged in silent reading and asking academic

questions were relatgd positively to achievement.
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+  Insert Table 21 about here

Significant correlations ‘between the PIAT and task management

responses are shown in Table 22. Al carrelations were negative,

- - n - " - - -

- . - - - - - -

Correlations between the PIAT and inappropriate student responses
are pfesented in Table 23. AN significant correlations were

positive, ranging from .40 to .63.

L aeeemcecccamccom et ma oo ——--—

Correlations* between achievement changes and student responses.

Although both pre and post.scores were available for 15 students,

i

records indicated that the pre ‘scores for eight students were from
. . ( \

PIAT administrations two or more years old. Thus, Bnly the data from
the seven students whose pre PIAT scores wére abtained approximately o7
one year before the post PIAT scores were inc]qdéd in the present
analysis. The average changes in raw scores_and the ranges'oflfhe
changes for these students are shown in Table 24. Mean raw score
changes ranged from f4.00'(Spelling) to ;9.00 (General Information);
the average change in the total score Was +20.00. The range of change

vl 1 i
scores on several of the subtests was quite large.

i

r

e
\
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@

Insert‘ghb]e 24 about here

>

Table 25 is a Tist of the'significant correlations found between

changes in*_§zu6€;ts' PIAT sgores <and time engaged in. student

~
]

asking academic questiOné. In contrast to the positive correlations
for writin§ and reading a1ou&, the sign%ficant correlations between

asking academic questions and achievement gain were negative. One

o

task management student response, play appropriate (teacher-sanctioned
¢ [}

play) was related positively to achievementgains. One inappropriate
e
student response, inappropriate locale, was related negatively to

achtevement gain.

s i I I

Insert Table 25 about here

-

Anecdotal Records

Descriptions of the classroom setting\aﬁd target students were

¢

written by the observers,- when possib]e; to document qualitative

characteristics thaﬁ"might “not be evident %rom the observational

-

'records. Anecdotal records were completed for 24 students; records

|l . :
were not written for two leve], 3 students. Qualitative data re}jted
v - N -

to “the target student's Tlocation in the classroom, physical

+

appé€arance, relationship with the tedcher, relationship with pedrs,

’ \

%
G.

respogses. Three academic student responses were  related’

significantly: to changes in achievement: writing, reading aloud,, and.
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and attention to task are suhmarized.here.

‘ Location in classroom. The location of most of the LD students

» ' . . . 7

(10 of 24) was .in the back of the room. Six students were positioned

' in the front of the classroom and six were positioned somewhere in the

middle of the classroom; the position of one student was described as
’ ‘ 2
variable .(seating position was’ changed during the day) and the
, [ . f
position of the other was not described. A1l level 2 students were

) . . 5
° positioned in the back of the classroom.

Physical appearance. ~ Most  students were described by the
- . observers as being average, or similar in.appearance to the student.s
peers., W1thrn each _service 1eve1 approximate]y one-third .of the

students were descr1bed as different in some respect (erg s less neat,
- chunkier,- strange eye movements) ‘ - o ‘;‘ T
Relationship with teacher. .The relationship between the target

student and his/her teacher was described relative to ‘the re]ationship

between other students in the classroom and the teacher. For halfof

. the students, the relationship between the. target éndrthe teacher was

described as similar- to that between othér students and the teacher.
foo 7

*This proportlon was simiTan w1th1n each level. chevér within 1eve1'

3, a]] but one case described as d1fferent involved a relat1onsh1p

4

that was somewhat negat1ve in nature (e.qg., student a]waxs chai]enging

teacher, teacher calling on student frequént]y to - get ‘student's

attention, teacher extra watchful of student). In genera] most other

% .

different ‘relationships involved the teacher g1v1ng extra\

reinforcement or affection to the target student or the student




frequently ‘asking questions.’

. Relationship with peers. The re]afionship between the target
_student and his/her peers was described as average for 18 of the 26
students.’-Peer relationships aescribed as somewhat atypical occurred

.in a1l levels and involved target students who were loud, bullied

-others, tattled frequeﬁtﬁy, or who were picked on and received many_

él
negative comments from others.

¥

Attention to task. The target student's attention td task was -

. described as yariable or poor for 13 of the 26 students. In several
* & “ :

p cases it was noted that the .student's attention to the task was *poor

rooe . unléss under close supervision or in individual teaching structyrés.
° - . 1 . v
DiscusSion
)t

Educators.. have argued for many years that instructional

.

approaches for hanqicapped students should yar}ras a function of the ' " -

& severity of )Ehe students' impairments. Recently, Poplin (1§§1)

1

. chastized researchers and -educators— in the- -field of learning - .

disabilities for their failure to recognize this needs " and

. - ;-
specifically for the lack of attention .given to severely learning -
4 ! . '

disabled individuals. '’ "However, several states -havé identified

/ \

: . ¢

different service delivery Jeve]g-fOr handicapped students,'apparent]y : 1

b ’ i -.in an attempt to vary instructional approacﬁes to meet the needs of
\

students exhibiting varying dégrees éf impairment. The pﬁesent,study ) Y

*

« < used observational proceddres to document the extent to which §tudents
;. . ! ‘. . e .

in different service delivery levels.were provided with vi;yang

.instfuctional approaches and opportunities to learn.

KJ
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Data from the-observatiOn of 26 studEnts, each for two entire
schoel days, revealed several Gifferences in instructiOnat approaches.
- n general, iess severély‘]ea;nihg djsabled{studehts (those‘in service

leteis with. lower numbersi were a]]ocated more time for academic

activities, entire group teaching structures, end no teacher response

than were more severely learning disabled students. On the other
MR hand, hdgg‘ severely learning disabled students (those in service
‘;_,,ﬁddevelsl#ith higher numbers) were allocated more time for other media
instruction (e.g., games and flashcards), individual _teaching
sthetures, and’ teacheé approval than were less severely learning

disabled students. These differences may be accounted for, in part,

by the number of studepts typically served within the resource room in

each service level and the amount.of time spent in the resource room

by stuflents in different ]eve]s This hypothesis is. supported

A}

somewhat hy the finding .that although 1nd1v1dua1 teaching stggctures

were employed an average of 1.4 hours per day for level 4 students.,.

. individual structures were emp]oyed for 0n]y about 15 m1nutes per day

t PR

for Leve1 5 studénts, who were congregated within special classes made

. up of about 15 students. However, it also must be noted that even

P

52 . ..,though.mg@&vem@ﬂeanrﬁﬂé disabléd st:udents recewed more , teacher
approva] tlme ®han less severely learning disabled students, teacher

‘approval time avergged only 1.2 minutes per day for level 4 students

.
T

and 1.7 minutes pér day for level 5 students.

i}

’ ' In examihing students'. opportunjties to learn as a function of

. Tevel of. service, fewer differences were found. Only one difference

. ! ] . <o, i
. v
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was found ,in the ‘adount of time students were engaged in active

academic resbonses:-'less sevérely'learning disabled students engaged
in silent reading for greater amounts of time (about 12.5°min) than
more 'severely ;e;rning ﬁisabled students - (who spent about 6.0‘Ein).
However, less severely disabled students "also spent more time engaged
in inappropriate stodent .responses» (42 s 22; min), specifically
inappropriate play (8 vs *3 min) and looking around'(22‘vs 10 min),

than did more severe] disabled students. . .

As in.previous “research (Graden, Thurlow, & Ysseldyke, 1982b;
Thurlow et al., 1982), a striking finding was the small amount of

active academic responding time for all.students. Academic responding '

[y

time averaged about 43 minuteS per pay, which accounted for only 25%

of students' total responding"time‘ ' On -the other hand, task

oy '
management responses accounted for 55%. (95 min) and inappropriate

responses acchnted for almost 20% (30 min).~ These percentages are- '
i

very similar to those found in other areas of the U. S. (cf. Greenwood
v ¥

”hm‘uet ai: *#E¥§£ Hall et al., undated). A]though these average t1mes
have been obtained for both regu]ar and LD stuqents and for bothvurban
‘ _and suburban {schoo} students, the varaab1]1t} among 1nd1v1dualx\\\\ : "
students remains great.(see Appendix D). Even w1th1n serv1ce 1evels -
vartabiiit} in tihes is eftensive: l'For:e;ahp1e, ;n level 3, one
'student engaged in qreading aloud for 16.4 minutes per day while
another spent no time reading aloud. In level S, where.students were
in a special classrqom all day, reading atouo time ranged from 4.0

* J
minutes to 9.4 minutes per day.

"
L2

1 3 ~"
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A ~

~—~Over. the course of a schoo] year (about 160 days), LD students

ispend approX1mate1y 1000 hours in the schoo] bu11d1ng However, based

on the data obtained in th1s study, it appears that nearly 480 hours

of . this tiMe are devoted to non-instructional activities such as

. ' -’

recess, lunch, and so on, and another 90 hours are allocated tg non-
academic activities.  Students made active academic responses “for

about 25% of the time they were observed. Over the school year," this

-

wodld amount to about 125 hours of act1ve academ1d»respond1ng, which

seems low i compar1son to the approx1mate1y 275 hours during which

" students _would be engaged in vamious "task management responses.

-Funther3 time‘engabed in active academic responding would not be much

. greater than the approxihate]y 100 hours in which the student would be

engaged in ihaﬁpropriate‘reéoonses. Over the school year, the average

¢ ’

amount of t1me the student engaged in reading aloud would be about 10

hours, Th1s 1s céns1derab1y above ‘the two hou?E\QROJected for non-Lp

.,

\students (cf. Thurlow et-a] , 1982), yet §t111 remarkab]y Tow.

The 1mportance of the d1fferences in these compos1te times are

dm.sarme&w»’fﬂﬂﬁﬁﬂ‘ﬂ' *%g‘ﬂﬂﬂaa«y
¥

A

.

confirmed by the re]at1onsh1ps that have been found between Students'

respond1ng t1mes and achwevement _changes.  Within the current study,

where“the achievement measure was rather global and’ where data were

available on1y $or.as11m1ted number of ‘students, both reading aloud

T

ad writing were related significantly to achievement gains, and being *

v
2 H

in an inapprophiate locale related negatively to achievement gains.

. L - .
Teacher-sanctignéd,play, comsidered to‘be a task .management response,
m . . . ] - A

. also related: positive1y to- achteve@ént. A The regative relatipnship

- . ' N
7

5!

*



37
between" tﬁe, active academic response of asking’ quest%ons and
achievement 'gains might reflect the nature of these students
“academic" qugstions, ét least at the elementary level. In several

5 - cases, anecdota]'rétords documented the frequency with which students
asked questionsl' A]thqugh the average time”of one minute per day
asking questions is not high,-it is nearly twiée the average time that
has been found for non-LD students (cf. Thurlow et’alﬁ, 1982), and may
reflect time spent ?n asking non-content related academic questions
(e.g., whag page should I be read}ng?). Intérestingly, Graden et -al.
(1982b) found‘}hat the am0uni of timé spent asking academic questions

/yas significant]y different fo}_student§ in high and low Behaé}oral
groups, w{th low behavioral group students engaged in asking questions

approxihate]y 0.§ minutes per day compared to 0.2 minutes per day for
Hhigh group students. '
“A recent survey of LD teachers (DeLoach, Earl, Brown, Poplin, &

- . = .
Warner, 1981) suygested to those conducting the survey that LD

, teachers are able.to differentiate severely learning disabled students
. . < c s e
. from mildly “learning disabled. students. Characteristics that -were
-~ M - S

believed to differentiate the two groups inc]uded the need of severely’

C - \

- disabled students for one-to-one instruction and~ an alternative

. ]earning environment and CU}ritulum. N Other researchers (bésh]éf, ,
Alley, Warner, &- Schumaker 1981; Ha]]ahan Marsha]] &‘yjoyé IQ\\
. have argued that active 1nvo]vement in 1eaﬁn1ng i§ a critical’

characteristic ~of effectivée instructional methods for severely
. . - . &

disabled students. . - R \ e
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The resu]ts of the curreqt study indicate that students in higher
service delivery levels do .not receive s1gn1f1cant]y greater

opportunities for active academic responding.than students in lower

service delivery levels. However, the data do not indicate what the

students' opportunities for active academic responding would be if
they were not being provided'with special education services or if
they were provided services in lower levels than those to which they
were-assigned. Although instructional épprodches did differ somewhat

for the -more severely disabled students (more individual teaching,

more teacher approval, and greater use of othet media), relatively few

€

effects were evident in student responding. The significantly lower

afiounts of inappropriate responding by students in levels 3 to 5,

.
where students leave the regular classroom or ares in 4 special

classroom -all day, suggest tHat increasing special education services
does redpce jnappropriate responding. Specific hypotheses about the
effect of special education services compared to regular _elass
services need to. be tested by separating \Ihé resp0nses made by
students while in the res0urce room from those responses made by the

same students wh11e 1n the regu]ar c]aSsroom Such ana]yses will be

conducted to address the, important issue of how individual students

w}espb-ﬁd in t-hewt’wonseftingsn ) o o ST

It is 1nterest1ng to note that trends of increasing 1nd1v1dua1

)

iostruct1on and teach1ng were not ma1nta1ned rat level 5, where

students were in a specia] classroom for the entire day. Students

placed in this service level apparent]V were treated more often ‘within

-

/

s
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ot

groups, whereas students who left the reguldr classroom daily to be

.

) .
with a resource room teacher were provided greater opportunities for

~

individual instruction. The extegt to which lower time allocations to

individual instruction . and teaching reponses are a functionh of

?

,differences in schoof systems, urban-suburban communitiss, or service
delivery levels is unknown and perhaps unimportant given the
similarity of level 5 students' opportunities to respond qcfiVe]y to -
those of students in other levels.

’J%he major finding of the present study is that regardless of
school system, community, or service delivery level, students receive
few opportunities, to learn through active academic responding, This

)
situation can be altered by school administrators, parents, teacher

trainers, and ,teachers alike.

\ s v ~ -

"
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. Footnotes

te~

The 0bservat1ona] research reported here was part of an extens1ve

—

“project that could ot have been comp]eted without the coaperatlon and

help of numerous individua®a, Foremost among : these were the

i s o

administrators, teachers, and students in tpe‘schoo]\district in which

the research was conducted. Equally imgortant to the successful

completion \ef the reSearch were the observers; all were committed to

providing an accurate; objective picture of the school day. Listed’

alphabetically, the observers for the present study were! Barbara

Flykt, "Eileen Mevissen, Nonna Miller, Rose .Marie Plant, Cheryl

“Randklev, Judith Rygwall, Yvenne Shafranski, Wendy Studer, and

Geraldine Webster. 1In addition, the assistance of Sandra Christenson

during observer training is gratefully .acknowledged. The special

' as91stance of Charles Greenwood and Sandra Stanley, Un1vers1ty of

Kansas, in t;ﬁ implementation of their PISSAR observatlonal system was.

appreciated ‘greatly, as was the data ana]ys1s expertise provided by -

Bob A]goezine,'Mptthew McGue, ‘and Jing-Jen Wang. Also essential® to
the completion of the project were the contributions of psychometrfc

assistants Barbara Anderson, Lisa Soyum, Ye}ta Levine, and Cathy
Walters, Special thanks are due to Cathy Walters for hey preparation

L3

of the graphics fon this report. Further, the excellent secretarial

s

_sorv1ces provided by Audrey Thurlow and Mar1]yn Hyatt made the entire’

¢
research process a success.

o

lThroughout this report, "EN" 1is used to refer to students -

lebeled LD By the séhoo]s. SChools use a variety of “approaches in

A
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assigning this dabel.’

2For each research question, the number of possible §ignjficant

findings (i.e., the number of variables) was tabulated and then a five

J

\

percept cutoff point .was determ{ned. For. example, for the first

research question, 11 signific%nt findings were pessible;-the cutoff
\ .

point thus was .55. Finding% for @ given research - question ‘wgpé

/ . s
considered to be meaningful only when the number of significant t test

findings was greater than the fiye percent cutoff point. Thus, for a
research question encompassing‘ 209 variables, the differenges

indicated by a total of 10 significant t tests would not be considered

meéhingfu1 (the cutoff point would be 10.45); whereas for a research
. . - t !

question” encompassing 152 variables, the differences indicated by a

total of- 10 significant t tests would be cohsidered meaningful (the

/

cutoff point would be’7.60). oo

H




Table 1.

CISSAR Event Areas and Specific Events Coded®

v

=
-tvent Area Specific Events Coded
Activity - type of instruction being R - Reading it - Math § - Spelling H - Handwriting
proviced/established by teacher L - Language Sc - Science S5 - Social ?tudies
] — —— —a - - ~ .
Ac - Arts/Crafts  fi - Free Tame 38am - Class Business/
- ¥anageren:t  Tn - Trensition Ct Can't Teli
> Ll o -— h . -
Y , . ' . D . v -
Jask - curriculu= task or verbal Rr - Readers Wb - lorkoooks Ws - dorksheets
instruction mode inh which stucent Pp - Paper and Pencil . Ll - Listen to veacher Lecture
*is expectied to engage €= - Otker Madia  Tsd - T2acher-Stucent Ciscussion

. Fo - Fetch/Put Away

Teaching Structure - phystcal arrange- tq - Entire group Sq - Small group I - Individual .
ment of studeat in cless ; / -
Teacher Position - location of teacher IF - In Front of Ciass AD - At Desk AS - Among Students
« 0 - Out of Room S - Side B - Back .

. v

Teacher f\:tivitx - respons’e of teacher 1R -/No ‘Response T - Teaching, QT - Other Talk

to target.student A - Agproval D - Disapproval .
Student' Response - behavior in which - W - Writing G - Playing Academic Game RA - Reading Aloud
student 1s engaged . RS - Silent Reading TA - “alking About Academics
ANQ - Answers Acacemic Question ASK - Asks Acacemic
v ) Yrastion AT - Passive Resporse ~RH - Raising Hand
L¥ - Looking for Materials M - Moves to hew Academic Station
. . PA - Play Appropriate DI - Disruption’ I - Play Inappro-
’ priate IT - Inapproprizte Task  THA - Talking About Nor-

atademics _IL - Inzopropriate locale LA - Loox ‘Around
SST - self-Stimulation

-

[}

33ased on Stanley & Greenwood's (1380) CISSAR: Ccde for irstructionai structure and student academic
resgonse: Observer's ronual. Within the 5%tudent Pesponse tvent Area, tne AT event, which was designated
as "Attending" by Stanley and Greenwood, wes renamgd as "Passive-Resporse” in the present iffestigation
to avord inappropriate connotatx_ons bf the responses incdudea within that event.

o \ , - , .
e e e = BE - = e

LA i 7ex: Providd by ERIC

. ' )
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Summary of Reliabilities Calculated During the Study®

Table. 2

— .
Reliabjlity Mean Range
Behavioral - -~
Teacher Position 88.2 62-100
Teacher Activity 92.6 82-100
Student” Response 85.5 65-98
Sequential 54-99 ,

90.3

A reWiabi]ipigs are expressed as percentages.
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Table 3

Examples of Observed Events With Large T;me.yariqbility Among Students

ry

A

Range

‘Tvent y Time Difference

Activity e
Réading 23.80 - 92.05. 6825

77 Math 22.05 - 67.20 45.15 ’

. Task .
Readers 4,55 -113.05 108.50
Workbooks 0.00 - 92.75 92.75
Othér Media 20.30 -104.30 84.00

/Structdre . .
Entiré Group 34.30 -227,50 193.20
Small” Group . 0.00 - 96.95 96795
Individual 0.00 - 93.45 . 93.45 -
Teacher Position -
In Front _ 10.90 - 95.60 84.70
At Desk 1.15 - 84.10 82.95
Among Students 10.15 -140.90 130.75 - ;
Beside Student 1.00 - 66.25 - 65.25
Teacher Activity ‘
" No Response 52.35 -153.60 *101.25
W s e Sualiac e —r muene e - WL
Teaching : 23.85 - '96.10 < 72.25 -
Student Response
Writing 9.15 - 37.50 28.35
Passive Response 26.50 -136.40 109.90
Look Around 4°85 - 28.15 23.30

¥



B .’ . . Table 4"

Time Aliocated “to Activities for LD Students in Five Service\LeveLsao

. - - 3 &'
. : ! . 2 -+ 3 Ao 3 . éig
Activity ~ X Y x> X * : \X % X % Level
* - * ) -’ - ) - LIS
Reading . 54.6 27.0 50.2 216 56.9 26.3 69.9 35.0 . 52.2 31.0 ns
Math | 41.4 20.5 527 22.7 +405 8.7 434 21.7. 22.8 13.5 ... (2 .
. . : o CoL e '
Spelling . . 7.4 3.7 ¢ 9.9 4.3 13.8, 6.4 48 2.4 5.5 3.3 ns
Handwriting 11.6 5.7 7.4 3.2, 1.5 3.5 1.4 3.7 6.6 3.9 - ns-
\ ) , . , i .
Lanquage | 'T 28.6 12.2 21.7 9.3 35.7 16.5+¢ 19.0 - 9.5- 39.3 23.3 ns
Science 1.5 0.7 206 8.9 12.2 5.6 . 7.6 3.8° 2.9.1.7 s’
Social Studies . 17.6 8.7 27.6 11.9 19.6 9.1 13.1 6.6 4.4 2.6 ns
ARts/Crafts, .. 181 9.0 16.9 7.3 1.9 3.6 183 9.2 130 7138 ns
free:Time - - 6.3 4.6 - 4.4 "9 5.0 2.3 . 56 28 <58 3.4  ns
Business Management 4.6 . 2.0 6.9 3.0 6.2 2.9 43 2.2 58 3.4 - ns
Transition "' 1.7 5.8, 14.0 6.0 0.7 4.9 6.3 3.2 9.4 5.6 ns
B RZ 3 ' . . t
Can't Tell : 0.0 0.0, 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0- 0.6 0.4  ns
' Total T 2018 £ 232.3 ©216.2 199.7 .168.4 ns
Entr1es are mean numbers of m1nutes, and percentages of total minutes, for one day, based on 3 i
_students each in Levels 1, 2, 4 and 5 and 14 students in Lgvel 3. j
bS1gn1f1CanCe levels are from one-way ANOYAS (df=4,%11. o e ‘ §
- - ' : RS RV |
o » :
’ ~ o ° ﬂ( v 1
L
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-~ Table 5 . \
Composite Activity Times. for LD Students in Five Service Levels®

Activity - i I 3, - 4 2 Sig
Composite X : X KX X % X 9 X . % Level
Academic ) .. 1587 78.6 190.1 81.8 186.2 86.1 165.2 82.7 133.7 79.4 .005

Non=Academic 43.1 214 " 42.2 18.2 30,0 13.9 345 17.3 347 20.6 ns

*Total 201.8 . 232.3 216.2 199.7 168.4 ns

a . , .
Entries are mean numbers of minute

s, and percentages of total minutes, for one.day,.based on 3
2, 4, and 5, and 14 students in Level 3. .

‘studengs each in Levels 1,

~
~

- « o

LY

bSidnificance levels are from one-way ANOVAs (df = 4,21).




Table 6

Time Allocated to Tasks for LD Students. in Five Service Levels?

) . \
.

1 2 3 4 5 S

L. N ] . _ _ Sig b

Task R X X D G4 A S Level
,Reader:s_ L0 89.2 3.4 53.3 22.9 J59:8 2.1 35.2 17.5 18.4 1.0 ns
iworkbooks - 22.5 1.2, - 48.9.21.0 3.8 147 2.6 1.2 96 5.7 ns -
Werksheets 23.6 N.7 366 14.9  30.4 14.1 - 40.8 .20.3 289 168 ns
iPeper & Pencil *.  21.5 10.7 8.9 3.8 217 10.0 5.2 41 209 12.5 . ns

Listen to Lecture 20 1.0 1.4 4.9 ,é.(s' 01.’3 26, 1.3° 6.6 3.9 .03
Other Media 39.0 19.4 38.7 16.6. .44.0 20.4 75,4 37.5 ° 57.4 34.3 " 'ns

Teacher-Student é , i‘ i

Discussion 3.6 1.8  19.7 85 122 5.6 9.1 4.5° 15.8 9.4  ns
Fetch & Put Away 2000 9.9 170 7.3 132 61 7.0 35 106 6.3 ns
‘Total , 201.4 - 232.5 215.9 . 200.9 167.4 3 ns

qEntries are mean numbers . of minutes, and percentages of total minutes, for one day, based on 3
students each in Levels 1, 2,.4, and 5, and 14 students in Level 3.

S1gn1f1cance levels are from one-way ANOVAs (df=4,21).

1
)\74 N -
-
. .
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Table 7

Jime Allocated to Teaching Structures for LD Students in Five Service Levels?

1 2 3 4 5 -
Structure  ° _ § - v ' I B T R

Entire Group ©128.2 63.5, 18T.6 78.2 152.6 70.4  56.7 28.2  86.6 51.4

Small Group 59.0 29.2  26.2 11.3 3.4 15.9 5.2 28.5  66.3 39.4
Individual . .6 7.2 265 105 298 137 86.8 43.2 . 15.4 9.2
Total . 2008 232.3" 216.8 200.7 168.3 ns

‘e

Entrles are mean numbers of m1nutes, and percentages of total minutes, for one day, based on 3
students each in Levels 1, 2,4, and 5, and 14 students in Level 3.

bS1gn1f1cance levels are from one-way ANOVAs (df=4,21).

»
-




Table 8

Time in Various Teacher Positions for LD Students in Five Service Levels®

AT T I T T T I T ,
Teacéer _ ! Z * ) 3 ) 4 _ E Sig b
. Position . ‘X . X ¥ X K ; X it . X % Level
In front 31.1 18.6 62.4 32.2 32.0 17.8  ,27.1 16.3 21.7 .15.6 .« ns
At Desk 41.4 24.7 4.7 17.9 . 31.3 {7.4 12.4 7“; . 9.3 6.7 ns .
Among Students 69;7 1.6 67.4 34.8 87.7 48.7  -76.2 45.8 80.8 58.1 ns
Besjde Student . 7.6 4.5 16.2 8.4 ’ 19.3° 10.7 41,3 24.8 13.8 9.8“ ns
Back 3.9 2.3 105,547 49 2.7 67 4.0 7.8 5.6  ns
Out 13.7 8.2 2.3 3.2 4.9 2.7 2.8 1.7_ 5.6 4.0* » ns
Total 167.4 193.5 180.1 | 166.5 < 139.0 © s

%ntries are mean numbers of minutes, and percentages of total minutes, for one day, based on 3
students each jin Levels 1, 2, 4, and 5, and 14 students in Level 3.

bSignificance levels are from bne-way ANOVAs (df=4,21).




Table 9
Time in Various Teacher Activities for LD Students in Five Service Levels? »
Teacher 1 4 \ 3 4 3 Sig b
Activity T 9 £ ”\ R o £ % £ % Level
No Response 119.2 711 . 119.7 61.8  107.9 60.0  87.4 52.5  89.1 64.1  ns
Teaching 43.7 26.0 64.7 33.4 647 36.0 67.4 40.5 42.6 30.7 ns
Other Talk \ 3.9 2.3 7.7 4.0 56 3.1 9.1, 5.5 4.8 3.4 ns
Approval 0.4 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.5 0.3 1.2 0.7 1.7 1.2 .038
. s )
Disapproval 0.5 0.3 1.4 0.7 1.2 0.7 1.4 0.8 _ 0.7 0.5 ns
Total 167.7 193.6 C 1799 166.5 138.9 ns

qentries are mean numbers of minutes, and percentages of total minutes, for one day, based on 3
students each in Levels 1,72, 4,%and 5, and 14,students in Level 3. .

bSignificance levels are from one-way ANOVRS’(df=4,2]).

v




Table 10 °

.'Student Response Time for LD Students in Five Service Leve]sa

Student ) ! 2 3 e & 2 'Sig
Résponse ) X o X % x -« X " X % Level
Writing . - : 23.8 14.2  16.8 8.7  23.5 13.1 . 201 12.1  21.2 15.3  ns
P]ay; \cad Game 1.3 0.8 ° 0.5 0.2 3.5 1.9 3.8 2.3 1.6 1.2 ns
Read Aloud | 1.3 0.8 1.0 0.5 5.0 2.8 3.9 2.3 6.2 4.5 . ns
Read Silently - C120 7.2 1B 68 70 .40 3.8 2.3 2.4 17 ns -
Talk Academics 1.8 1. 4.6 2.4 5.7 3.2 9.2 5:5 4.3 3.1 ns
Answer Acad Question 0.5 ‘0.3 1.4 0.7 1.9 1.0 3.8 2.3 = 0.8 0.6 ns
Ask Acad Question 0.7 0.4 1.1 0.6 0.9 0.5 1.4 0.8 0.6 0.4 ns
ﬁassive Response 60.4 36.1 78.5 4.0 7.8 44.4 é3.0 37.9 64.7 46.7 . ns
Raise Hand 2.2 1.3 3.3 1.7 - 2.8 1.6 3:8 2.3 1.7 1.2 " ns
Look for Materials 6.4 3.8 787 40 A9 2 9.8 5.9 30 2.2 ns
Move to New Acad Station 5.1 3.0 6.7 3.4 58 3.2 . 57 3.8 4.9 3.5 ns
Play Appropriate : 14.6 8.7 1N.Y 6.1 9.6 5.3 9.1 5.5 11.4 8.2 ns
Disruption | 013 0.2 2.4, 1.2 0.2 0.1 4.6 2.8 0.2 0.1 “ns
Play Inappropriate 6.3 3.8 Y0.3 5.3 4.1 2.3 3.7 2.2 21 1.5 ., ns
Inappropriate Task 0.7 0.4 1.1 0.6 0.8 0.4 2.3 1.4 0.0 0.0 ns
Talk Non-Academics 4.2 2.5 8.8 4.5 5.4 3.0 7.3 4.4 +3.5 2.5 ps
Inappropriate Locale 1.0 0.6 3.1 1.6 2.5 1.4 1.4 0.8 01 0.4 ns
Look Around 24.3 14.5  20.0 10.3 15.6 . 8.7 9.6 5.8 9.7 7.0 ".019
Self Stimulation . 0.4 0.2 0.5 0.2 0.4 0.2 02 0.1 0.1 0.1 ns
Total T 167.3 T193.9 179.7 166.4 138.6 ns
qntries are mean numbers of minutes, and percentages of total minutes, for one day, based on 3 students

each in levels 1, 2, 4, and 5 and 14 sstudents in Level 3. .-

bSignificance-]eve]s are fron one-way ANOVAs (df=4,21). ‘ .E;i

IToxt Provided by ERI

- o 3
ERIC . | \ -
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Student Response - . ’ o Sig b .
Composate X i X ) X v X b X % Level

—
v

Academic 41.4 24.7 38.5 19.8 47.6 26.5  45.9 27.5 37.1 26.8 ns
Task Management - 88.7 53.0 109.2 56.3  102.9 57.3 91.4 54.9 85.8 61.9 ns
Inappropriate 37.2 22.2 46.2 23.8 25_2,,16.2 ‘291 1755 15.7. 11.3 .026
Total 167.3 . 193.9 179.7 166.4 138.6 s

aintries are mean numbers of minutes, and percentages'of total minutes, for one day, based on 3 °*
students each in Levels 1, 2, 4, and 5, and 14 students in Leve] 3.

Slgn1f1cance Jdevels are from one-way ANOVAs (df=4,21).

f - - - - - - had - el
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- Table 11
. Composite Student Respbnse Times for LD Students in Five Service Levels?e

!
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Social Studies 22.6 10.4 196 . 9.1 8.8 4.4 ns
Arts/Crafts - 17.5 8.1 759 3.6 157 7.9 ns
Free Time 6.9 3.2 5.0 2.3 5.7 2.8 ns
Business Mgmt 5.4 2.5 6.2 2.9 5.1 2.6 ns
Transition . 12,8 5.9 107 4.9 7.9 4.0 ns
Can't Tell 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.2 ns

Total | 217.0 216.2 199.5 ns

%ntries are mean numbers of minutes and percentages of total minutes,
© for one day, based on 5 students in Levels 1 and 2 and 4°& 5, and 14
students in Level 3. )

bSignificance levels are from one-way ANOVAs (df=2,23).

} s /
56 ‘
Table 12 _
- Time Allocated to Activities for LD Students in Three Groupsd
- . 182 3 485 Sig
A © Activity X ¥ X A X 7 Level
. R < L4 o )
Peading 52.4 241 56.9 26.3 G - . ns
Math ;470 217 40.5 18.7 . . ns
- .
Spelling 8.6 4.0 13.8 6.4 . . ns
Handwriting 9.4 4.3 *.5 3.5 . . ns
' Language 23.2 107 .7 35.7 165 . 6 ns .
Science (A 5.1 12,2 5.6 - 5.2 2.6 ns
|




Table 13

Composite Activity Times for LD Students in Three Groubsa

1 &2 3 485 g
. EE— — P 19
Activity X % X % o R o Level
Academic 174.4  80.4 186.2  86.1 164.8 82.6 o1
ton-Academic 42.6 19.6 30.0 13.9 3.7 17.4 ns
e "Total 217.0 216.2 199.5 ns

%ntries are mean numbers of minutes, and percentages of total minutes,
) for one day, based on 6 students in Levels 1 & 2 and 4 & 5, and 14,
) students in Level 3.

. [

bSignificance levels are from one-way AMOVAs (df=2,23).
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Table 14.

P
.

Time Allocated to Tasks® for LD Students in Thrée Groupsa

. 182 3 485 Sig 4
Task x o S o R o Level
Readers . 6l.2 28.2 .59.8 .27  26.8 14.6 .028
Workbook's 35.7 1614 3.8 14.7 6.1 8.7 ns
Worksheets 29.1 15.4, i30.4 14.1 3.5 18.7 ns
Paper & Pencil IS.é 7.0 21.7 10.0 }4.5 7.9 nsf
Listen to Lecture 6.7 3.1 2.6 1.3, 4.6 . 5.5 ns
Other Media .38.8 17.9  44.0. 20.4 66.4  36.1 .027
Teacher-Student  11.7. 5.4 12.2 Ts6. 124 6.7 ns

Discussion
Fetch & Put Away 18.5 . 8.§ 13.2 6.1 - 8.8 4.8 ns

Total 216.9 %15.9 84,1 : ns

Entrwes are mean numbers of minutés, and- percenxages of total minutes, ' .
for one day, based on 6 students in Levels 1 & 2 and 4°& 5, and 14
students in Level 3.

bSigm‘_ﬁ'cance levels are from one-way ANOVAs (df=2,23).
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»

Entire Group 154.9 71.4 152.6 70.4 71.6  38.9 001
Small Group 42,6 19,6 3.4 15,9 61.7  33.4 . ns
Individual 19.5 9.0 29.8  13.7 51.2  27.8 ns
Total . . 217.0 216.8 ' 184.5 - J ns
JEntries are mean numbers of minutes, and percentageskijﬁfg}al mihutes;

* for one day, based.-on 6 students in Levels 1 & 2 and 4 , and 14

students in Level 3.- _
bSignificance‘levels are from one-way ANOVAs (df=2,23).

t
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_ Table 15
" ’ Time Allocated to Teaching Structures for LD Students '
) in Three Groups® :
1:8 2 3 485 .
k o _— L — — S)gb -
4 Structure X i ot 4 X v Level™
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Table 16
Time in Various Teacher Positions for LD Students
in Three Groupsa' )
e -

""Teacher : ' b2 - Y4 , 4 & 5{i/ Sig
“Position . % v X R ' Level
In Front 467 25.9  32.0. 17.8 " 244 16.0 ns
At Desk . 381 210 31.3 17.4 0.8 7.1 ns

4 <
Among Students 62.6 38.0  87.7 427  73.5 51.4  ns
Beside Student  11.9 6.6 2 19.3 10.7- * 27.5 18.0 ns
Back 7.2 4.0 4.9 2.7 < +71.2 4.7 ns
“ut - 80 44 4.0 2.1 4.2 2.8 s
Total 180.5 180.1 152.6 ns

. (Y

qtntries are mean numbers of minutgs, and'perdentage of
one day, based on 6 students in Levels 1 & 2 and 4 & 5
in Level 3. . : . .

bSignificance levels are from one-way ANOVAs (df=2,23).

total minutes, for
, and 14 students
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K Table 17 —

_Time in Various Teacher Activities for LD Students -

in:Three Groups®

W

, . e g n ¥
’ - Teacher _ﬁL&_g_ ) _L__ __4_& S]g b /
Activity R pa X v X o Level /
Ng Response 119.4  66.1  107.9 60.0  88.3 57.8 042
Teaching 54.2 30.0 64,7 ©36.0° 55.0 36.0 ns
( R . ) . ' . RN 'v .
Other Talk 5.8 3.2 5.6 3.1 7.0, 4.6 ns ‘ .
Approval . n.2 0.1 ‘0.5 0.3 1.4 0.9 - .009
F. . N >
Bisapproval | 1.0 0.6 1.2 0.7 1.0 0.6 ns
Total © 180.6 *179.9 152.7 ns

qtntries are mean numbeys of minutes, and percentages of total minutes’
for one day, based op 6 students in Levels 1 & 2 and 4 % 5, and 14
students in Level 3. ‘ ;

Ps%gnificance levels are from one-way ANOVAs (df=2,23).,

4 4
- -
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<TaQ1e 19

Student Response Times for LD Students in Three Groups®

- - : - - P »
.

"Student T __l;éfg_ 3 _4&S5 Sig‘b
Response N & K X o % S Leve]

Writings - 203 1.3 23.5 130 20.6¢ 135 ns : ‘
Play Acad Game 0.9 0.5 3.5% 1.9 2.7 1.8.. ns’
Pead Aloud” . 1.0 06 50 2.8 - 51 33 ., ns
Reat Silently - 12.5 - 6.9 70 4.0 31 2.0 . .012
Talk Acad -+ * =32 1.8 .57 32 68 4.5  ns
Answer ACad 9 T '-0.9 -0.5 U9 v 1.0 2.3 1.5 < ng
Ask Adad T T 0.90 0.5 T 0097 0.5 . . 10 0.6 ns
Passive Response 70.0 38.9  79.8 - 44,4 63.8  41.9 ns
Raise Hand 2.7 15 2.8 16 28 1.8° ns :
Look for Materials - 7.1 3.9 4.9 27 €4 4.2 ns
Move . % sl 33 5.8 3.2 53 3.5 .ns
Play Appropriate 13.0 7.2 9.6". 5.3 10.2 - 6.7 B ons e el
Disruption - M. 0.8 02 04 - a4 1.6 ns
Play Toappr S8 4. aal d3 29 e o
Inappr Task . * . 0.9 -0.5 0.8 04 1.2 0.8  ns . ‘

‘ Talk Non-Acad ; - 6.5 3.6 5.4 3.0 5.4 3.5 ns
Inappr Locale 207 TA 25147 07 04 s .
Lopk Arouid . 2.2 32.3 15.6 87 9.6 6.3 003 -
Self Stimlation 0.4 0.2 03 0.2 0.3, 0.1 ns

Total a T 180 179.7 ~ T 1524 Lo

rntmes are mean numbers of mlnutes, and percentages,of total m1nut@s,\a }
' for one day, based on 6 students in Leve]s ] &‘2 and 4 &5, and 14 ° ¢
students in Level 3. e

.

S1gn1f1cance levels are from one-way ANQVAS (df;2,23).

P .
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\ . . ‘ . A v
. - " .




63 -]
Table ]9 ‘ )

Composite ‘Student Response Times for LD Students in

a ‘ -
) Three Groups ) .
. ’ , “w P \_ N )
* Student Responset' -Tl-éLil* . —3 485 Sig
“Composite. - X L % i T .7 ' Level
. ) 1 - “ — N
“ ‘ Academic ' 39.7 22.0 47.6  26.5 41 6 27.3  ns ) . f
_ Task Management: - 98.7 4.8 1029 57.3 88.§\\ 58.1 ns :
tnappfopriate 477 23.2  29.2% 16.2 1223 146 AW R
Total C, 180" 1797 ° C%152.4 Y ons

N | - ‘ ' . H
¥entries are .mean numbers of minutes, and-.percentages of total minutes,

-for one day, based on 6-studepts in Levels 1 8 2 and 4 & 5, and 14
students in Level 3. _ o e ’ '
2 e . - (% .
bSignff1cance levels are from one-way ANOVAs (df=2,23).
. . - N .
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. " . - Table 20° . ,

| : \ : _; 2

» Mean End-of-the-Year PIAT Standard Scores for LD Students.in Five Service Levels
L < a b ' c - d ’c N
Subtest 1 27 . 3 - . 4 ~ , 5 .
Math . 98-.00 ' "89.50 . 9718 ... 9800 . 85.00 :
I3 . - . . ) ' XY ] - e
Reading Pecognition = <  95.00 101.50 94,45 81.67 . " 86.67 = -
Reading Comprehension g5.00] 10100 , 9809 7833 . 80.33
Spelling 109.90 . - 88.00 88.56 82.00 -  80.33
Inforriation 93.00 13,50 . 101.27 107.67. , gg.00
Total ' 97.00 * 99.50 " 95,44 90.33 - $0.67 ..
a B . . ’ ' [ ' * . ’T_\
.Scores were available for .l student. . - b . } . o
bSc.ore's'were available for 2 students, . ] T : ) )
“Scores were available for 11 students. . : - :
“ ~ . . ) . » . .- )
:dScores were available for 3 students- . ' N
~ . J . . P .
®Scores were available for 3 students. - ' \
. - . g . , . w)‘ )
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. Table 21
Significant Correlations Between PIAT and. Academic Stuﬂént Responses -
- a '
\ Academic PIAT"
’ Student Response Subteét r P
S Read Aloud ). Spelling * . .48 021
. . Total . -.5% .009
Pead Silently Read Recog . T .001
~ ' Read Comp .. 61 .002
i ‘ Spelling .60 .064
#
' Total .62 .003
? , 3
T3 kgAcademic Read Recog 2.46 .021
' Read Comp -.45 023
Ask Acad Q ’ Gen ‘Info . .68 .004
- ) ‘ \'
« . -, '
1 o
- - {“"7 o A *A—';‘—.;l# P
~ o N ‘ 2 ~”
— “ )
o ' 1
“’h ’g ) ¢ ,
‘I ,} "‘ ‘:J *
-~ “*r L) v :
‘ - i ! c' :
€ . . : ‘
Y N o \ .
C . ‘ _ 7 )
‘ - » A . " .
N 'y <3 :"; . . !° . .
c - 4 » T - E )
w * g . 4‘ ‘ 4 L4
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' Table 22
Significant Correlations Between PIAT-and Task 'Managemenf_:
' Student Responses -
Task Managem\ent PIAT
»Student Response - Subtest . ‘ r % D
. Look for Materials ‘ Read Recog N -84 T SR VA .
o 3 . . : ~
< ' - Read Comp f T-.53 .008
. Move o Math # - .42 37 :
Play Appropriate SpeHingl C-.47 : .05 :
- ) - ' L
- « 8 : . ¥ )
. , . S .
> - \
(2 « .
. . .
- B haad ) »
: hd - . . '7'“,1 A * (X
‘\j | . . i T = i ! -

b opean

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
L]




Table 23

"Significant Correlations Between PIAT and Inappropriate

Student Regpopses

67

Inappropriate ~ PIAT
Student Response Subtest, r p
Inappr Composite Read ﬁecog .40 .040
’ . Spelling .43 .037
ben Infor .55 .00¢
) .wTotal - .63 .002 .
Disruption - Gen Infor .53 ‘ .008
. Total .44 .023
Play Inappr - . Ggn Infor .éS .006
Total .42 .42
Talk Non-Acad Gen Infor .57 .noa - |
| Total 44 035
‘LAook A(r:ghnd T total a0 “040
*
\
- .\. ¢ |
. .
: o s
——— “

b
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. Table 24
. " Changes in PIAT Raw Scores Over One Year for Seven LD Students
< *
PIAT Subtest X Range . .
=Y =l
Mathemat ics _ 4N -3 -,418 ’
. ]
Reading Recognition 4,57 +f - 410
Reading Comprehension ! 4,43 -5 - +18 )
Spelling © o ) 4.00 -4 - +11
General Information ’ 9.00 -2 - #17 -
Totat. - 20.00 +2 - 443
e
- a ‘
N~ &,
. . \
. , N q;' i [
’ "1 e N ¥ o b + ‘ ;h
) A
3 ’. - '
- : » . R
m‘ - . v . = n n
7,_)'
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Table 25
*
' Significant Correlations Between PIAT Raw Score Changes and
. Student Responses for Seven Ld‘Students
‘ﬂ»
Student Response : 4 PIAT Subtest or n
’ [ v
Academic " l
Mriting _ Math 81 013"
- Read Pecog .73 .N32
) ~ Read Comp .68 .047
Read. Atoud . Math ' .83 010
' Read Comp .74 .N29
Ask Acad Q Math -.90 .003
Read Recog -.73 .030
Read Comp . -.84 .009
’ Spelling © .93 .003
Task Management '
Play Appropriate " . Read Comp 77 021
Gen ‘Infor. ) .70 .040
Inappropriate c P
Inappr tocale : Math -.13 030~ -
2 i oY
LY !
o . -~
- . N T T T e oA "
4 . - \\/
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School Day
= 390 min A

N
& . ’
(Lunch, Recess, e Handwriting (8.0 min)
. ‘ Music, Assembly, -
etc.) '
- @ usiness Mgmt. (5.8 min) ~
Free Time (5.6 min)
v
: %
- : Academic
L ]
] Reading ., ¢
. - . ' (57.4 min) ~ .
! . , . Academic .
Activities
Observed Day - 180.5 mi ‘
. = 5 min
1 = 2143 min Math .o
. h A p . AY T —
. ] (dd o)
Language
. . ) L (30.3 min) '
-~ ) Social Studies Non-Academic
t , ’ 19:6 min = e [
! ¢ Non-Academic ( Y ) Afts/crarts (1.7 nin), !
(hi? Spelling (11.3 min)p* }— 8
Activities Science (11.3 min) Transftion (10.7 min)
= 33.8 min o [

4

- * . -
"
. . .

Average Times Allocated to Various Activities During a Typical
School Day for Students in Levels 1-4.

Figure 1.

. LY
*
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‘ A
{// School Day ,
= 390 min
&
[ o
]
o ® [ - ;
{{Lunch, Recess, - "
Music, Assembly, 'j;
etc.) ) o .,.3-‘
° o Llisten to Lecture (3.8 min) ° ‘,{'
- . L
’ i ) \ Tl
) . ¢ c 0
. ) N ¢
— ot ‘ P
. - * Readers’ N
* (57.0 min)
° {
/ Other Media
: . (46.8 min)
. Observed Day
-1 _ ‘ .
214.3 min Workbonoks
I D (3v.6min) | S
N .
‘ -
. . N Worksheets
’ (31.4 min) e
) ';‘ | Paper & Penctl -t "a
PRI S g . 4 . UBS mn). S
‘ ¢ oo Fet et may . w i
o ._* (3.8 nin) N "
N . . _T_-_S Disc (1V.6 min) :
. . ® b * f/l‘r

Figure 2. Average Times Allocated to Various.Tasks During a
Typical School Day for Students in Levels 1-4.

- M . - "
' ' < T .
N N
. . ‘-
B , - {
,
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» - y \ " \ "
h . School Day : . _ .
* = 390 min . '
. . n ’
{Lunch, }zocess. i A
. Music, Assembly,
etc.) -
1 - . y woo®
% .
\ N "
A ' ' Entire Group
{1407 min)
Observed.Day | X ;
2 . 1 =214.7 nin _
-~ . : » . ’\w
) Small Group
v (39.5-min)
£ - F -
-l " Individual ’
L . "o <385 min) Y} -
A e L ' )
¥ N - - — N -
: Figure 3. Average Times Allocated to V§rious Teaching Structures
‘ During a Typical School Day fqg Students in Levels 1-4, i
, k: . .
Q « ) . . ’ 7 ) . ¢
ERIC . J - - ‘
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. . . . ~ (\\
| s School Bay ' . i
' / = 390 min
L] a 12 > . [y
2 | . . v ~ 4
I3 ‘ A o
[ - * i ) ©
. - g . N .. \: kY
B 7 e N - . - o
. o "
, ERI : . AR
{Lunch, Recess, . .. 2 . ’
Music’, Assembly, . ’
etc.) ". ’ ) ¢ N
Ay . ) v N . ‘:“
. . .
@® Back (5.7 min)
5 . - . _ Out (5.4 min) '
‘ 3 Y ,. , h ‘ o .
- . I 1 v LU P SN
* - ‘ "
' Among Students
<l (8.2 wmin)
© e " Observed Day :
- —__‘]—8—2&9_‘4__. — [N In Frentv e - . . .
(35.2 min) .
+
At Desk
. ; . (30.6 min)
- ' . T Beside Student
-t >
(20.2 min)
L .
”
» M <

Figure 4. Avefade Times Allocated to Variods Teacher Positions -
During a Typical School Day for Students in Levels 1-4.-
; :
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School Day . 4 . . '
; =390 min - /¥ S e <
.' : . ’ . '
< . .
N A
%
P e
' ‘ .
. 5
' . - A +
- (Lunch, Recess, . . '
. Husic, Assembly, . '
) etc.) ' " - .
_ ‘ @ Other.Talk (6.1 min) :
. . SN Disapproval (1.2 min)
‘ . ) Approval (0.5 min)
- —_ -
. ) ‘ . e 4
. A ’ N O : , . N
P Eanad AT \ - i”;"“‘w s - N :-v-«w
o No Response
| (108.3 min)
r
x| Observed Day . ) > -
T T 1=183min. | A I ’ D S,
* — B - [ . . . ‘ - v
’ .
Teaching
(62.3 min) }
- ’, “
., . ’
¢ ‘ ¢ - . ' .
Figure 5. Average Tiﬁe§ Allocated to Various Teacher Activities "
During a Typical School Day for Students in Lavels 1-4, :
. ' L
A 81‘ . . Y
\ ’
S - . — e e e e —




- School Day

. . ' ) ... ' ‘ -’ - ’ » - hy .
’ o . -
o ‘ . : . 75 “ _
) / - T ‘ ) W
. = 390 min . !
N ¢ ’ -
. R &.
AN * : f
) . - @® Look for Materials (6.1 min) lg
Move (5.8 min) - '
Raise Hand (2.9 min)
\
] ’ . Read Silently (8.1 mim)
(Lunch, Pecess, .
Musac, Abscnbly, u ./ Talk Acadenmic (5
e - Read Aloud (3.6 mi ,
SN . Academic Game (2.9 mip) . o N
! ‘ . . Ans Acad Q (1.9 fin), |
. < = |
. ' .o Ask Acad Q (1.0/min) . i
& ) . . . / . |
. . . Talk /Non=Acad (6.0 min) !
' ’ ‘ N ) 3 Play Inappropriate (5.1 min) |
» . & ¢ N . . " ot - . .-
- ~ © ..« Tnappropriate Locale (Z.2-min) NN
) ' : ) isruption (}.1 min)* .
LSNP WU U N, YA - . | Disrup 1on‘(‘ in)
-+ ~ . . ) Inappropriate Task (1.0 min) ,
S Task .- | - _ Self Stimulation (0.4 min) '
\ - Management | T o
= 100.2 min | . L ) oot ' .
) o “Task Banagement. . . ,
| Observed Cay | } A B e n o o
: = 178.0. min S £
) . . T - ' & “ .
. ’; . . . . T
’ | Academic /{ Passive Response Academic -
1l = 45.4 frﬁn (75.0 min) | —— P ' :
ra, ; . ' ) ert}ng ‘ ]nappr%pr:iate
© - * DR ’ 157 (??:? Min) [ L L = i
e Inappropr1ate e iy b e ok Aroutte (16,6 mim)] ;
) = 32.4 min —P—I-".’-ﬂ’.'" (0.4 min)} I ‘ A e
. = . =] ’
() L. l ' ‘

l' ) © Figure 6." Average Amounts of Times Students in Levels 1-4 Were Engaged in .
Various Responses During a Typ1ca1 School Day.

.
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\ . - -
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g - - e e -
A ~ » A
"N . & ® e F Q., - ‘L_-f ~ '1
i e y ‘ . N > DA
N PR /“:., N '“'r‘:' ~ T Iew.o® 1
v s SIET T *instructional Activity °” ] .. - LT T
- T s e .
. (Subject area of learning experie,nce being provided, to target studcnt by b
- ~reacher, aide,.or peer tutor or by targe’t student to tutee.)
Note: Anytide the activity changes, ‘move to a new codlng block ‘ ‘ :
. . e - . o
L . Tt . 7 7 ! - . g
o . N ) - . e . . . ’ ~
- . S
Activity/Code ¢ 7 Definition . Examples - © ' special Notes
. ' * b " ' 8
Reading (R) L o= Reaeing instructions or activity; ! }éh‘mg library book * . Include: .
oral and $ilent reading from + talking about ch sound _ e hov to use dictichary,
. . e books,. discussion of vords, sounds, sitting at re3ding table encys:lopedia,...f(refer-
. / vowels, consonants, phonics .drav picture about story o ence books) :
o0 4 A " e laarning ANC's (but, pot
N ' - i g . when learning hov to write)
: R Y ’ N ‘ L e drav picture of what read;
. o g .. ) - act out story
~ : ‘ 1 I3 ‘ } -
- R . ’ ) - . . ) . . X
Math ‘(M) L Math instructions-or activity; vorking time workshe’et ' )
: numbers, geowetry, time, veights, N measuring each.other's . . .
. . metrics, peasurement, story . height -
s ’ + problems, o ‘ writing math problem on_ . . -
. ) .. board o
" . N finds examples of "less " v
~  than" . .
) . S . find nunber of days in> .
. . _ Tt . 2 years . . :
4 ' g - o) ;LT . .
\ Spetling. (S) Spelling instruction or activity] . taking gﬁell’ing teste - Include: ¢
L '3 . copying spelling work, spelling playing spelling bee game , e use ofsdictionary to find °
‘ * N - tess | ! looking up correct spell-r R spelling of word ) .
a . o S ing of missed ‘word . .
. .
. Handuriting (H) ‘Handvwriting dnstruction or activity; practi’é’e penmanship -
° . focus on mechanics of writing® let- matches capital and lower : i .
‘g.; - ters or vords (print, cursive, etc.); case legters
¥ R , how to hold pencil, hay to move arm,. . v . ,
LN T ‘discussion of size of letters, lines e ' ' : )
LR _on paper . * O

. -




Arts7Crafes (Ac)

ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

{ingtruménes, singing, scales, not

¥

o e - \
PR . \

o~ ooy
Art-related.instruction or activit

co}oring“drawzhg, cutting, pasting

gu~-'\‘ PR

listen to lecture on Civil
War

es)

v v s

-

make poster of primary
colors .

draw picture of self

watch slidestof gculptures

ys

N (
N

O

J )

e unit on friendships ¢
e special education topics -
relations with handicapped

e customs; holidays R
e history .

4 S
Include; .

o viewing art (own or others)
o decorgting (bul board,
classroom)

4

' : - . » try
: ] . 5
- - Tnstructional Activity - cont. . -
' 3 ~ ) N ’ hal ; - - ¢
L] = = ) - R Ll -
Acrivaity ’ . Definition Examples 4 Special Notes .
/ - s e sy s
3 PR * . -
Language (1) Language instruction or ;c{QVity; vriting book report on Include: . ° e
' i focus on speech, vocabulary, and story in reader- . e bodk reports (writing or
. language reaning (words, physical poings to “'on top,” reading) .y
-»* * relaiionships, etc.); creative ' "urder, " etc.’ & looking up definition in
. vriting; listening exercises' learns how to say "thank dictionary
. other languages you" in 5 languages e public speaking exercises / 
t . - L v ’ ~ ) \ .
Science (Sc) Science instruction or actdvity; discuss weather Inelude:
-t scienca-relaved topics {chenistry, ;,perform experimentation e watching or doing experiment
electricity,” spacg travel, elec- on electricity e exercises in classroonm
- tronics, nature, insects, weathery school nurse talks about ® ¥ex education (physical
marmals, body, exercise, personal ‘hygiene aspects-not relatignships)
hygiene) - reads Weekly Reader arté- e speakers on drugg/al{ghol
< ° . cle about insects e science article 2n Weekly
‘ . . Reader
Sogial-Studies Social *studies instruction or talk about sex biases Include:
(Ss) . "activity; gultures, vays of life, ° sing Thanksgiving songs . ® sex education - relationships
‘ ‘jobs, roles; maps; music topics label map of U.S. it general

Within Ac time, putting away or,

getting new materisls is still
Ac
nifg or end of Ac¢ time.

only change to Tn at ‘begin-




. . Ingtyructional Activity - ‘tont. ¢

~é .

= 7
i . . ¢ tes - < ‘ ‘
Activity . Definition E‘zxamples pecial Notes
. . s N l
. . = 3 T
Free Tize (Ft) Period during which student may . works math when told to do ~Include: *
’ ‘ choose activ.ity -*zan ‘be academic; anything wants to do . _gxtra—credit' work
’ study tice ' af:e;:ist:;ie:t iinishes . If everyone has free ‘time,
. ! librg: :r'a rea:in but target student isftold
: . ary are 8 . what he/she must do, not
. : . . , codg Ft. Code the subject
\ : . / area which he 1is required to
, ¢ . do. : '
-, , , \

:
- . . N o N
' - { ! 4
.

Class Business/ Activity focused on scheduling, picks up lunch tickets , Include: °
Managesent (B2) discipline, rulgs; usually occurs class talks about fight, ' e Pledge of Allegiance,
reggtdrly at start of:day; show on playground during morning songs .
- and tell recess . ' e sex, relationships, drugs,
, say "here" during atten- « etc. when related. to
’ : dance check . - _ specific problem in school
‘ ~ ' . e taking attendence

Transition (Tn) Ti=e between two other activities; class breaks inté groups For arts/crafts, Tn is coded
L, tescher signals end of one (put l1ine up to go to recéss only before and after entire
; -ax) and tize to prepare for new put away readers and get T 4 activity
activity. Ends vhen teacher ‘ out math books oo !

siarcs iastruction in new‘activity <
. 2

" .
Can't Tell (CT) Activities that do pot seem to fit » ¢ Make note of activity on
. X in other categories. See coordina- . separate shegt so will -
-~ . remedber events to discuss

tor to discuss - muSt change to
another code. ~ R wvith coordinator

.
y ‘ .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-

ERIC
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o

Acakemic Task

(rusz!Lls used by target student for {nstructional activity)

<

4

) t Note: Any time the ta{k changes', move to a new coding block

- " - ) S .
- . . B .
Task/Code Definition Examples Special Notes .
¥ v FY
i N ¢
Readers (Rr) Printed book, bournd maceriaf . library Book Include:

. 14 » .

‘
Paperback material in which student
could writé (even if student is
required by teacher to write on
separate paper or in notebook)

workbooks (¥b)

Separate prepared teacher sheets
(usually-ditte or photogopy) on
vhich students write; blackboard
vriting by student

Worksheets (Ws)

\ .

Tasks where student writes on
paper using pencil, pen, crayon,
etc.; indPudes writing in note-
book -

Paper and Pencil
(rp)

Listgn to Teacher

Teacher télkrné or writing on
Lecture (L)

board, and student expected to
.look and listen '

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

wath textbook
comic book

spelling workbook
language workbook:
handwriting workbook
o T
A
student practices letters

on blackboard
dittoed crossyord puzzlé

)

Pplece of notebook paper
. for spelling test

PR, >

watche$ teacher demon-
strate exercises

listens to teacher talk
about telling time’

takes notes as teacher

presents ideas for €ield

field trip .

-y - - e

O -

. o refereace bpoks (diction-

e magazines,-Weekly Reader

ary, encyclopedia)

Include: .

e 1 page torn from workbook

o writing Weekly Reader
exercise )

e teacher made or printed tests!

' L4 »

[f students are taking notes
during teacher lecture to '
remember points, code L1
. ) Y.
.o . : n
Code L1 even if student is
\taking'EBtes

N




. Academic Task - cont ’

- *® -
. . ~ . ¢ ~
o ’ % : < - -
Tash/Code T .. Definition . Examples Special Notes. )
- - 4 * 0
Other Med:a (Om Special. materials; film,,tabe watches movie Include: N
recqrder, game, arts and crafts listens to tape recorder e calculator RN
. . paterials, clocks, telephone, works on calculator e animaliffe R
play/dranra ‘ ‘ acts out story part
» ) fadd g . ' * «
~ Teacher-student Studen: talking with teacher; , student answers teacher . Include:
_ Discussion (T&d) ask-answer question s , question . e peer tutoring unless using
\.  studeats in class talk - other daterisls
. All other tasks. take precedence . with teacher about e student Verbal presenta-
< .. friends ) . tions (including reading
* . student. tutors another hook report) .
. ]
I S - = °:* ABC.s s bk ¢ All other tasks take.pre-
) student rea s1 oo cedence over Tsd.
N ) . o . report to class Take cue from teacher for
* v change from L1 to Tsd. .
. \ -\ s 7 . - .
. Ferch/Put away Students changing materials- » Alne up for lunch =~ When student has absolutely no
(Fp) - putting avay and getting, picks up materials to: materials, and is not supposed
. ‘ *  cleaning up : . throw awvay before com— .to have any materials (such as
pleting art projéct - when has free time), code Fp.
TC ' . ,student hands put ' ! . )
. . . worksheets , )
¢ s — " )
. ¢ . P « “
.. U W . N ’
. SRR . \
' . ' " T B ! g aar—— i,
* 1 : - ’ * o o
; o - ,

ERIC ~ S | L .

’ ’ '
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Structure

(kbw student 1s grouped for instructional activity)

I nd

Note: Any time the structure changes, move 'to a new coding black ™ T

<

O

\ . . - M

Structure/Code Definition Examples ] Special Notes
~ Entire Group (Eg) Student receiving instruction class lecture t For Eg, teaching (or free
, with all other students in class freetime time is for everyone)
classrooz ! ‘

. . Number is not the criterion

- Y. o - « = {f class has 5 studénts
* and. instruction is directed
- P - to all of them, code Eg .
N o B i '\( '
Szall Group (Sg) - Student is in part of class T . reading group fes “~Include: - — -
. . that has been sseparated from discussion group e tvo students working
Y ' rast -students in pairs - together away froa rest.

. ’ of class
. ’ . A Y

’

Individual (1) Student 1is alone (in corral. ! student working on science . Does ndt occur during free , .
at ‘table) or wo’king one-~to- experiment 'alone while time except when free
one with teacher or aide : other read from text time was created especially
, Y

aide tutors student ° . for student

i o

o



i

Teacher Position

SRPE.

(Place of teacher in relation to all students) ’

Teach

¢

r Position/

ode

Defanition

2

Examples
)

Special Notes

$1dﬂ/$

Back/B

Qut of Roown/0 ,

te¥

O

"ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

v

In Frozt/IF

At Desk/AD

Azong Students/AS

&

)
in front of majority of
students

-

.

standing or seated at-teacher's

desk
"-

v

s
standing or seated among
students

N

standing to the side of
students and not AS

standing or sitting in back
of classroom away from
majority of students

out of the room

standing at blackboard
at front bulletin board

looking in desk for note-
book

at desk collecting lunch
wmoney

walking around class
checking student work .
seated with reading group

student leaning over
child's desk

talking to student at
his desk‘sg\\\\

\

working at isolated desk
in back of room

-putting up art pictures on

back bulletin board
J

.; in hall talking to parent

in teacper's lounge

- working individually
vith a student

4
’




] 1 4
¢' *
o L
—_— ———— e ——— * L]
————— —_— — ——— R e e e N —— —_— —_— S — ———
. o - G T
. . A v
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- - Teacher Actiwvity

. -(Coded 1n relation to target student or group in which he is a member)

b

-

Q

-

Teacher Behavior/
Code

-

Definition . ~

Examples

]

”~ Special Notes

No Response/WR

. B Al

1

Teaching/T

<

Other Talk/OT

<

makes no observablg response

.

instruction or giving a
lesscn to students

child-must- have opportunity
to learn

- talking abbut class business,
rules, schedules, future
activities . N

~ all teacher talk that is not’
approval, disapproval, or

at dask grading papers
out of room

- .

explaining at blackboard

asking question

talking about academics,
e.g. giving direccions

talking about recess,

talking about mother's
hospital stay

collecting lunch money

'

A

- working individually
with another student

- key is active involve-
_ment by teacher

teaching N )
Approval/a, expresgses ;n%ise for student ~.teacher hugs student - includes verbal Ebmr{
work or conduct ~ teacher smiles ments, gestures,
* - "Your map looks great'': physical behaviors
.
L}
Disapproval/D expresses dislike or disgust - frowns,at student - - includes verbal com-
. . with student,work, appear- ‘~ that 1is the wrong answer ments, gestures, \
' - ance or conduct - "You're not trying" ’ and physical behaviors
.
. . » 1
"“ T [ A ~ .
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Student Response i ..

’ ’

(Academic response, task management, or inappropriate behavior of target student)

- -

—_— 3

. .

Student Rqéponse/ Definition . Examples Special Notes
Code - . : .
Academic 2esponses student responses made to
acadexic task ® “
- arasing
wricing/w . : - .
students observed marking - marks answers on ditto -~ does not include drawing
acadﬁpic materials with pen, sheet with crayon pictures, scribbling
R pencil, crayon - completes math problems - used for tests
4 ) e ) from workbook .

engaged with an academic
pedia task played individu-. .
~ aldy or with peer

Acadenic Game/G

R

wvhen student looking at
reading material and
saying aloud what 4%
written in print

Read Aloud/RA
\ .

 de e e ek e enen s e

ERIC S

R A v Provided by R

e T T spziting—ganmr

-

- includes flashcards, word

- games, coloring, abacus

- studént responses are '

verbal, manipulatory or
social -in nature
-4 "students are playing a

includes calculator

flashcards when with a
classmate or as a
practice tool

% student reads a paragraph
to rest of reading
group

-reads a sentence aloud to
“sound out' unfamidiar
words [

&

\

- used when teaohér cﬂ;cks
student®s knowledge of
flashcard




Student Response!/
* Cole

S

Reading Silent/RS

3

. *
Talk About Academics/
TA

Answver Academic !

—Question/ANY

Ask Academic Question/
Ask

«

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Student Responsér continued -
s
Defanizion i Exanples Special Notes
. - . . . ]
~ . . . ™

looking at reading materkal

for at least 2 seconds, and/or
eye movezents indicate scanming
materials on desk (3' radiq§)
or held in student's hands.
Readers must be open to a page.

.
-

talk back and forth about
academic materials or
assignment

student either verbally

- — —=oT gestu*s&%y—fespeﬂés————-_—________knauﬂ_xn_xgaghgc_§

to teacher's acadenmic
question

verbally ask the teacher a
question related to
academics

T v CJ
3

- student is reading direc-
tions in language workbook

¢ student is scanning work- '

book for familiar words

- student reads to self a.
set of numbers from math
book

- student tells classmate
answer to math question

- student talks durfng show
and tell

- student recites a poem -
he's meoorized

4
- student says "I don't

question

-~ student spells a word for

teacher

“is 3+ 4 = to 77"

- reading words or
numbers

- not rapid flipping

- only code when reading
materials include =~ 4
several 'pages (not
worksheet)

- child.may be talking to
himself or a peer

'~ .coded only when target

student talking, not
when listening
— when reciting a poem Or
story from memory
student doing all work

in limelight

— answer may be correct
or incorrect -

~dnswer should be almost
immediate-

~ must be an academic |
question: When is
it time for lunch?
is not ASK"
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' s Student Response continued . -
- . ks
14 . .
ik\h_\ﬂSLudent Response/ . Definition Exanmples . _Special Notes
; Code ' - . .
Task Management stuQeni behaviars which ‘- < : ’
T * enable student to engage . .
. in academi¢ task -~ not
. ’

Passive Response

direct responses to.
acadenic tasks

student is looking at teacher
for instructions; at black-

) board for direction; or at
another ‘student asking or
answering a question --

Key: looking at teacher )
or peer

»

-

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

student looks at teacher
while she lectures-

student pages through
math book to final R
assignment - .

teacher asks student to
pads out ditto sheets
to class '

‘. o ?

[

"~ coded for listener when

-

two students are talk-
ing about.academics
rapid flipping of pages
two students are playing
a game} target student
observing
reading (éct.) takes
precedence

{b

student's hand raised; may _,
be accorpagied by looking
for teacher and if student
raises hand in a request .
to ansver teacher question

&

teacher asks question and
student raises hand to
respond ’
student needs help with
math so raises hand
to alert teacher

- RH plus yelling equal 1

. DI (disruption) .’

~

i
3
|
e




- Gode coe ’ 4

s - - L}
B -
- HE & v
k ¢ . : & . \ » ;
' . « Student Response continued - - PN
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P . ™
Student Response/ Definition ' Examples ot Special Notes

.

look for Materials/

LA .
: &

student observed looking for -

or putting away materials;

includes use of materials

*  away from desk (e’g. an- -
swer sheets, regcrence books) .

\
|
\
|
|
|
b ) ’J
* . v .
L4
\ . , [ /
*  Moved to New Academic student moves to new area a -
Statfon/M ‘station for next activitéj .
. -activity is in transitio L=
| . -
\

. . .
Play Appropriate/PA engaged 1in play behlayiors .
’ / approved by teacher
. may imvolve toys from home; -
. may be strictly social .

Inapsroprtate behavior
Disruption/DI -behaviors which are aggressive -
or produce.loud noises: {n- -

’ cludes loud talk
! ~ v ) T B

ERI

PAFuiTox provided by ERIC N . e

student goes to teacher's
desk for correction
sheet )

student -returns dictionary’
to shelf . -

student looks for paper
gnd pencil

student moves to learning
center during free time

students lining up for
recess '

- may f{nclude use of
reference materials
avay frowm'desk; look *

« up word in dictionary
sharpening pencil
stapling

~ fncludes lining up and *
' movirng when in com-
-pliance with teacher
request

students play musical . - code G if play becomes . .
chairs during party " an academic game
students play Monnpoly U~ «<ode when student puts
during free time .. head on desk when
- * told to or when has .
.o free time © .
W e emeiss e ey~ ————— drawingy-cotoring—  ——

trips another student
shakes fist at other .
« student

yells- .

-

poke another student

A

wdrinking water, washing
hands

- DI/tak s precedence over
1na9 ropriate locale




/ : : o
— e st » - l..,, = - - -
; e e e - e - Pl
»’
Student Response cons}nucd . .
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Student Resporse! Definition Examples §$ecial Notes .

) Code

1 - -

.

-~
Play Ing; prOﬁr i e/ play not approved by teacher °
3¢ .

Inapproprzaxe Task/ . - engaged in task without teacher
IT ' approval; not related to trask
: assigned N
\

Talkh Non-Acadenlc/
™A

talks aloud to peer about
non-acadenic materials not
related to assignment
. .
N

Inappropriate Locale/ child out of seat and\auax

Self Stimulation/
SST

active behaviors of chald 1ike
rapid rocking or shaking:

\

 E

{

- = M e e e o -~ from dnstruction sige. L
- looses contact with seat
.
IS F% .
A LY
A} b - = ’-
Look around/iA # ’student looking away from
M . » o ’
. . academic task *
. ° . - T v
»® © . -

Ly

_maintained for 2 to 3 seconds

—‘;I;;T;:bblving squirt

guns, toys hidden in desk
- shoots rubber bands; paper
airplanes

b

® M ’
a

- student coYors to ayoid
math assignment

- reads story during. .
Social Studies

» ~

oo «’
- studfijts talk about j?ter

scthl plans .= .

- "Nhat ‘time is lunchf"

J

- studént'goes to bathroom
.. _.without permission

- - student becomes angry

and leaves sch601
- student stands on dask -

»

€

”

- child looks out window
- looks at floor, then ceiligg

* - A g

»
.

-~ student rdcksf%ack & forth
- tapidly movcs his pencil
back‘eﬁp forth

[ .

4

-~ includes passing notes
. ~

- code *AT {f student*

L

- includes scribbling or
drawing at vrong times

- code-when student puts
head on desk when is

~ not supposed to

- avoidance of assigned
task i's key ’

- cat*be directed to teach-
.'er or student

L N

looking at classmate. .
und"answering question

€L-v

- single major feature of
child's behavidt
atidemfc responses take v
.precedence over SST

e~
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' - Observer Number

Observation Pages

‘.

* Guidelines ‘for Anecdotal Recordings’

3

~

Class # Student #.

———

School #

-

P

—_—

Classroom Procedures {(Note general classg arrangement

, schedule, and

atmosphere,

Anything unusual?)

‘x 0

e g e e o,

Target Student (Comment briefly on each of the following areas for the
target student obserueda) -

i

L §

Location (where does the c¢hild sit in relation to where teacher
does most teaching?) .

-

[
\

™

Physical appearance (is child's appearance similar to peer ®roup?) ’

\

) Teacher—student relationshig,(are interactions between teacher and
student similar to those of teacher with othef students’)

(3

‘ A

Peer relationshiﬁ;_(are interactions between target student and
other students similar to those among most students in class?)

*

.

.Attention to task (how does target student compare to other students?)

¢ .

v

Other {is there anything about the target student that seems different
"from other students in the class?)

>
) !

. N .
val{dity of Observation -(Is there any reason why you would believe that

T

the observation 13 00T a“vnita‘refretttvﬁ“Uf“rvpttat*trassrvvmﬂatttvrti
interactions, etc?)

-

o~

L]
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Activity X Range
. . Reading 56.81 23.80 -‘9}.05’
. Math 40,32 22,05 - 67.20
Spelling 10.59 . 9.00 - 30:80MM'A—H
- Handwriting ~ — ~—7.85 0.00 - 28.00
Language 31.31 8.75 - 63.00
Science ‘ 10.37 0.00 - 42.70
Social Studies 17.8] 0.00 - 47425
Arts/Crafts . 11.90 0.00 - 39.20
- Free Time 5:60 0.00 - 18.20
A Business Management . 5.79 0.70 - 16.45
" Transition "10.53 1,05 - 19.95 '
Can't Tell , 0,20 0.00 - 3.50
o Total 209.08 136.50 -250-25 -

-~

Py

Table D-1

D-17;

‘Average Times and Rdnges of Times Allocated to Activities

a o .
Means and ranges are average numbers of minutes for one day, based

on 26 students.

U

*

[




" on 26 students.

D-2 0 ;
N
. ‘ -Table 0-2 y . R o
; Average‘ Times ?nd Ranges'of Times Allocated to Tasks? . e
- , rd —
-Task ' . Co , ~ . X Rar;ge .
Readers. T 52.55 © . 4,55 - 113.05
 Workbdoks __:_;%, _29:09  0.00 . c92:'7:'5; .
Worksheets o 31.08 0.00 - 61.95
pager 8 Pencil 18.56  0.00 - 51.45
. Listen to Lecture 4.12 0.00 - 18.55
Other Media T 47,99 20.30 - 104.30
Teacher-Student Discussion 12.12 1.05 - 33.95
Fetch & Put Away 13,43 .75 - 33.95
] Total o 208,90 133,70 - 250.25
. 3Means and ranges are’average. numbers 'of minutes for, one day, based
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Table D-3

Average Times and Ranges of Times Allocated to Class Structure®

.

+Structure X Range

Entire-Group - ' - 134.43 - 3430 - 227.50

small Group 42.59 0.00 - "96.95
Individual . 0.00 - 93,45

" Total - o 209.35  137.20

o .

250.25

— — 5
3Means and ranges are average numbers of minutes for one day, bdsed
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

on 26 students. -
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“ Average Times

»

Table D-d ‘

3

and Ranges of Times in Various Teacher Positions®

.
.

-~

A

L)

-

N

kY

Ky

.
.

TEacﬁeriPQ§itioﬁ . :~ X _Range
_in _.F’}qn}‘- L 33.66 10.90 - 95.60
skt e Ias- B
Among 'Studgnté* A 81.15 10.15 -140.90
‘ Bes'iéke..s"t‘u&ent . 19.48 1.00 - 66.25
Back 5.95 *0.50 - 25.75
Out N e 5.43 0.00" - 27.65
'Tot:a1‘ \ ‘ ) 173,81 113,15 -209.35

. N - s .
AMeans and ranges are-average flumbe rs of minutes for one day, based
"on.26 students. C

-

~

L)

&




' ~
\-
. ' . D-5 S
t N -t , v
‘ (a?fé 0-5 :
Averagé Times and Ranges of Times in Various Teacher Activities®
2 -
Teacher Activity - . . | X Range )
_ MoRespomse . " 106.06 _  52.35 - 153.60 -
‘Teaching 60.02 23.85 "= 96.10 :
Other Talk - o 5.93. 1A.2‘5 - 21.25 °
Approval : 65 . 1.00 - 3.65 .
D1sapproval , ~ 1.10 . . 0.15 - 3,00 ) ’
Total ' ) . {73.76 / 113,10 -'209.10 0

a - .
Means and ranges are average numbers of minutes for one day, based
on 26 students. . .
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« Table D-6 ]

¢ @
’

Average Times and Ranges of Times in Various Student, Responsesa

¢

Student Response N . p : Range
» \ ‘ - .
Writing 4” , 22.09 9.15 - 37.50
Play Acad Game - 773 - .0.00 - 16.40
Read Aloud ' 410 .00 - 16.35
Read Silently N ' 7,42 0.00 © 24.40
Talk Academics ~ , 538 0.15 - 12.65
Answer’Acad.QuEStion 1.75 0.00 - 9.50
. Ask Acad Que;}ion o L . 0.00 - 1.65
Passi1ve Response . o <, 73.84 . 26.50 -136.,40
Rarse Hand ' ,{2.79‘ 0.10 - 860 .
Look for Materials . 5.75 " 0.75 - 15.10 -
Move to New Acad Statio 5.70 1.00 - 10,90
_p]Ly Appropriated ' 10.56 . 2.35 - 24.25
Disruption , J 1.0] 0.00 - 13.90 |
Play Inappropriate « . 4.79 0.25 - 16.40
{ Inappropriate Tésk‘ .92 ) 0.00 - 6.8
"Talk Non-Academics ) 5.6% 1.65 - 13.35
Inappropriate Locale T 2.00 0.00 - 6.90
Look @rpund"‘ ' 15.76 . '4.85 - 28.15
' Self Stimulation | 32000 1.3
S~ o Total - - e e 173453 +113.00--209.00

eans and ranges are average numbers of minutes for one day, based
on 26 students, :

Q . . l.U (.
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Additional Observation Findings .
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et §pec1f1c Research Quest1ons‘ ) .

P 1. To what extent are there si n1f1cant d1fferences between groups in
. time allocated to varlous a t1v1t1es7

¢ Students 1n Level 5 received less time q]located to
. mathematics (23 min/day) than didistudents in Level 2
’ * (52 min/day). 5 ‘

i, f
“e T« 2. To what extent are theﬁe significant differences between groups ip
time spent in various tasks?

o .Differences between groups were not significant.

3, _T;mhhat exteqt are there s1gn1f1cant d1fferences between groups in
time spent in various class structures?

. * o Students in Levels.1-3 spent more time in an entire
% ’ group structure (about 154 minutes/day) than did students
' in Levels 4 and 5 (about 70 miputes/day) .

¢ An individual Structure was used with students in
Level 4 (about 85 minutes/day).more than with students’
in Levels 1, 2, 3, and 5 (ranging from about 15 minutes/
/ day for Level 1 to about 30 minutes/day for Level 3).

' . ., .
4. To what extent are there significant differences between groups {n
time spent with the teacher in various teacher positions?: .

. . Oifferepces between g%obg} were not significant.,

5. To what extent are there significant differences between\groups.
1n time spent with the!teacher involved in various teachey activities?
. Differences between groups were not significan})
6. To what extent are there significant differences between grOups
in time spent 1n various student responses? ' .
. Students in Level 1 spent more time looking around than
( students in Levels 4 and 5 (about 24 min/day for Level 1
» students versus about 10 min/day for Levels 4 and 5 stu- ?
dents) SN
7. To what extent are there significant differences between groups
in time spent in various student responses as a function of
class activity?

N

¢ Ouring math, Level 4 students spent more time reading
aloud and ‘answering academic questions than students in
. all other levels., The average time reading aloud was
about 16 seconds for Level 4 students as compared to less

\
-
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than one second for all other levels. Time in answering
questiong was about 1 1/2 minutes for Level dvstudents
as compared to 50 seconds_for all-other levels.

o Llevel 4 students spent more time talking about academtcs
during math than-students in Levels 1, 3, and 5 (about
3 minutes versus about 1 minute).
. o During social studies, students in Level 2 spent ‘more
time answering academic questions than students in Levels
1, 3, and 5 (about 27 seconds versus about 1/2 second).

3

{
o Students in Level 2 spent more .time in inappropriate play
than did students in Levals 3 and 5 during social studies

(about 2 minutes versus about 13 seconds). ‘ ‘e

o Students in Level -2 spent more_ time during social studies
looking around than students in.Level 5 (about 31/2 °
- minutes versus 0 minutes). : )

. e Durimg reading, students .ins Level ¥ spent more 'time asking
! academic questions ‘than students in Levels 2 and'5 (50
sdconds versus 7 seconds), and more time looking for X
materials than students*in all other levels (5 minutes
~ versus 47 seconds). ’

o During language, students in Level 5 spent more time in
appropriate play than students in Levels 2, -3, and 4
(3 minutes versus 12 seconds). During spelling, Level
2 students spent more time raising hands than students
in'all other lévels (26 seconds versus,1/2. second).
! ' : r
To what extent are there significant differehces between groups
1n time spent in various student responses as a function of dif-

ferent tasks employed?

.

’

o While 1ist§ning to lectures, Level 2 students sﬁgnt more
time looking for materials than students in all other
levels (30 seconds versus '3 seconds) and students in
Level 5.spent more time reading aloud than students in
all other levels (7 seconds versus 1/2 sécond}. " .

F

o When involved 1n,other media tasks, students in Level 4
spent more time talking about academics than students in
Levels 1-3 (5 minutes versus 1 minute). Ouring other
media tasks, Level 2 students 'spent more time in in-
appropriate play. than students in level 3 (2 1/2 minutes
versus 18 seconds). .

Q\o When using readers, Level 4 students ‘spent qore time

answering academic questions than students _in all other
levels (1 1/3 minutes versus 12'seconds ), More time

-
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.

- ' was spent looking around when using readers by Level
‘“ 1 students as compared to Level 5 students (8'minutes
versus 20 seconds.). -

~

) e When using worksheets, students in_Level 4 spent more

. , time than students in all other levels in playing academic
) S - games (13 seconds versus less than 1 second) and in looking
for materials (3 1/3 minutes versus-24 seconds ).
g .

o Whén usipg workbooks, students in Level 2 ‘spent more time
- . in aﬁpropniate play than students in Levels i, 3, 4, and

it : 5 (4 minutes versus 9 seconds). ‘
. o During teacher-student discussions, students in Level 2
B spent more time in inappropriate play than students in
‘Levels 1 and 5 (1 minute versus 4 seconds).
. 9. To what extent are there significant differences between groups
‘ ip-time spent.in various”student responses as a function of class
structure? . . )

o During entire grodp structures, Level 2 students. spent
- more ‘time than students in all other levels in inappropriate
' play {10 minutes versus 2 1/2 minutes) and talking about
non-academics (8 1/2 minutes versus 2 1/2 minutes,) and spent
more time than students in Levels 4 and 5 looking for mater-
jals (7 1/2 minutes versus 1 1/2 minutes).
. , .
v o During small group structures, st dents in Level 5 spent
more time moving to new academic Stations than students in'
Levels 1-4 ( 2 1/2 minUtes versus 4?2 seconds), and more
time writing than students in Levels 2 and 3 (13 1/2 minutes
versus 2 3/4 minutes).

o During small grolip structures, students in Level 4 spent

more time talking about academics than students in’
Level 2 (4 minutes versus 4 seconds).. Level 4 students
also spent more time during small group structures answering

. academic questions than students in all other levels (1172
minutes. versus 8 seconds ). -

o During individual siructures, Level 4 students spent more
time than students in all other levels in writing (10
minutes versus 2 1/2 minutes), asking academic questions
(50 secunds versus 10 seconds); raising hands (1 172
minutes versus less than 1 second), looking for materials
(over 5 minutes versus 22 seconds),:appropriate play
("4 3/4 minutes versus 43 seconds),”and talking about non-

5 academics ( 4 3/4 minutes ersus 12 seconds). These dif-

ferences reflécted the greater amount of time overall spent
by Level 4 .students in individual class structure.

TL | .
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10.7 To what extent are there significant differences between groups
in time spent in various student responses as a funct1on of
) teacﬁer oositfion? .
< b1 “ w .

* when.the teacher was in front of the'class,.students
«° ,1n Level 2 spent more time than students in all other

. * ‘ levels in asking academic questions {18 seconds versus
v 3 seconds ), -looking for materials (3 minutes versus 43
. seconds ), moving to new academic staticns (2 minutes .
' versus .40 seconds), and talking about non- academ1cs

{3 m1nutes versus 37 seconds) .
- .- . e Hhen the teacher was at-the student's side, students in-
' Levels 3 arid 4 spent more time moving to mew academic . .
, stations than students in Level 1 (41 seconds versus 3 ' ’
e seconds), while students in Level 4 spent more time
" e % than students in all other levels in self-stimulation (7
, s seconds versus 0 seconds), and more time than Levels 1 and
- - 'S students in talk1ng about academics (5 1/3 minutes-versus
© ot 33 seconds).
. ”3 When the teacher was in back of the class, students in
‘ Lo ‘Level 4 spent more time talking about non-academics than
», Students in all other Tevels (51 seconds versus 9 seconds)

<ol To what extent are there significant differences between groups S
in time spent in various student responses as a function of teacher
. act1v1ty7

. ¢ When the -teacher was teach1ng, students in Level 4 spent
v more time than students.’in_all other levels in talking
N . about academiés (7 minutes versus 1 1/2 minutes) and stu-
- ., dents 1n Level 2 spent more time looking for materials
' ~ than students in Levels, 1, 3, and 5 (2 minutes versus 32 RN
' seconds ).
. ' \ ’
¢ When tHe teacher was giving disapproval, students in Level
. 2 spent more time.looking for materials than students in e
.- . Lévels 1, 3, 4, and 5 (8 seconds versus 2 seconds).

¢ When the teacher was making no response, students in Level
1 spent more time Jooking around than:.students in Levels
4 and 5 (18 minutes versus. 7 minutes).

w
- 1

‘12. "To what'extent are there significant differences between groups .
in time, spent in various c]ass structures as a function of class
» activity? . ) : .

o During mataematics,'stddents in Level 5 spent more time . P
1n small gfoup structures than students in Levels 2 and 3  ° '

(2 1/3 minutes versus 9 seconds) and students in Level 3 .
spent more time .dn entire group structures than students
1n Levels 4 and 5 (5 minutes versus 27 seconds).’
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e During reading, tevel 4 students spent more time. in
) individual structures than students in all other levels
) (6 1/3. minutes versus 1 minute). .
- ’ 13. To what extent are there significant differences between groups
. in time spent with the teacher in various teaCher positions as a

function of class activity? i

: o Olring reading, students in Level 4 spent more time with
A . . the teacher in the back of the rggz than students in all
“ other levels (4 minutes versus 26seconds).

~ e During handwriting, students in Level 4 spent more time
-8 - * with the teacher in back of the room than students in all
. , .o T 7ther levels (1 1/3 minutes versus 4 seconds).
[}

° g e During social’studies, students tn Level 2 spent more
' . time with the teacher in front of the room than students
in Levels 1, 3, and 5 (13 1/2 minutes versus 1 1/4 minutes).

o During transition activities, students in Level 2 spent
more time with the teacher in front of the class tharr stu-
dents in Level 3 (4 1/4 minutes versus 1 minute).

4. To what extent are there significant differences between groups
in time spent with the teacCher in various teacher activities as a
function of class activity?

.

. *. During mathematics, Level 2 students spent more.time with
the teacher making no response than students in Levels 1,
3, 4, and 5 (32 minutes versus 17 1/2 minutes).

e DOuring handwriting, students in Level 4 sbent more tiMme
with the teacher giving approval than students in all other
levels (10 seconds versus less than 1 second).

15. To what extent are there significant‘différenCeS between groups in
time spent in different tasks as a function of class activity?

e During reading, students in Level 2 spent more time in
' teacher-student discussions than did students in all other
Tevels (33 seconds versus 4 seconds). '

o During mathematics, students in Level 2 spent more time
using worksheets than did students ¥n Level 1 {3 3/4 minutes
versus 42 seconds), and students in Level 5Scspent more time
. ‘ in fetch/put-away tasks than did students in Levels 1-4

N (11 seconds vegsus 2 1/2 seconds]. .

.

I

o During handwriting, students i1n Lewx€l 5 spent more time
using worksheets than did students in Levels 1-3 (1 minute

oo versus less than 1 second). ‘ - .
. . 1,
~ ~ [
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During language, Level 5 studepts spent more time with |
other media than did students in Levels 1-4 (2 minutes
versus 30 seconds); further, students in Level 5 spent-
more” time in teacher-student”discussions than did students
in Levels 123 (1 1/3 minutes-versus 7 seconds).

. ¥
During social studies, Level 2 studgnts spent more time
in teacher-student discussions than -did students in all
other levels (1 minute versus 3 seconds).

During arts and crafts, Level 2 students spent more time
listening to lectures than did students in all other
levels (35 seconds versus 3 seconds). \

During transition activities, students in Level 5 spent
more time listening to lecture than did students in Levels
1-4 {13 secorids versus less than 1 second). .

16. To what extent are there significant differences between groups in

time spent in various class structures as a function of the
" different tasks employed?

[ ]
~
7

[ ]

[ ]

When using workbooks, Level 2 studegts spent more time in
entire droup structures than did students in all other
levels (6 3/4 minutes versus ﬂ 1/4 minutes).

s

When using other media, students in Level 5 spent more

time in small group structures than did, students in

Levels 2 and 3.(3 1/4 minutes versus 29 seconds), and .
students in Level 4 spent more time 1n indivfdal _—
structures than did students in Levels 1-5 (4 3/4 minutes
versus 45 %gconds).l

When involved in ‘teacher-student dis;ussions; students
in Level 4 spent more time in small group struCtures than
did students in Level 3 (24 seconds versus 2 seconds).

During fetch and put away tasks, students in Level 1 spent
more time in small group structures than did students
in Level 3 (22 seconds versus 4 seconds).

When using worksheets, Level 4 students spent'more time
in individual structures than did students in Levels 1, 3,
and 5 (3 3/4 minutes, versus 35 seconds).

17. To what extent are there significant differences between groups in
in time spent with the teacher in various teacher positions as a
function of the different tasks employed?

When usind workbooks, students in Level 2 spent more time
with the teacher in front of the class than did students
in Levels 1, 3, 4, and 5. (13 1/2 minutes versus 2 minutes).

1\1‘} ' i
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. e When using worksheets, students in Level 4 spent more
: time with the feacher in back of the class than did
¢ students in all other levels {2 3/4 minutes versus 11
seconds ).

o When listening to lectures, Levgl 5 students spent more
time with the teacher at the student's side than did
¥ students in all other levels (9 seconds versus less than
1 second).
- . ' . v
o When using other media, students in Level 4 spent more
time with the teacher at the student's side than did
students in Levels 1, 2, 3, and 5 {17 minutes versus 3 1/2
_minutes). Also, wheh using other medya, Level 5 students
spent more time than Levels 1-4 students with the teacher
Ly , in back of the class (6 minutes versus 1 1/2 minutes).

)

18. To what extent are there significant differences between groups -

in time spent with the teacher involved in various teacher activities

as a function of the different tasks employed?

o When using worksheets, Level 4 students spent more time
with the teacher giving approval than students in Level 2
(23 seconds versus 0 seconds). C

e When listening to lectures, students in Level 5 spent
more time than students in Levels 1, 3, and 4 with the
teacher making no response (2 minutes versus 21 seconds),
and students in Level 2 spent more time than Students in
all other levels with the teacher involved in teaching
(7 3/4 minutes versus 1 1/2 minutes).

e When using other media, students in Level 4 spent more

N time than students in Level 1 with the teacher involved
in teaching (23 minutes versus 3 3/4 minutes).

e During teacher-student discussions, students in Level 5
spent more time with the teacher teaching than students
in Level 1 (7 3/4 minutes versus 1 minute).

19. To what extent are there significant differences between groups in
‘time spent with the feacher in various teacher positions as a
functiop of the clays structure? 4’

e During enfire group structures, students in Level 3’§pent

. more time with the teacher among students than did stu-

~ dents in Level 4 (56 1/2 minutes versus 9 1/2 minutes).

e During small group structures, students in Level 4 spent
more time with the teacher at their sides than did Stu-
dents in all other-levels' (8 minutes versus 1 minute).

o During individual structures, Level 4 students spent more
* time than students in all other leve®s with the teacher .
in the back of the room (4 3/4 minutes versus 9 seconds).

Q . S N

[ I : 11,

R |




£-8

20. To what extent are there significant differences between groups

in time spent with the teacher involved in various teacher acti-

vities as a function of the class Structure?
' i . e VWhen in entire group structures, students i1n Levels 2 and
3 spent more time than did studegts in Level 4 with the
teacher making no response (82 minutes-versus 28 minutes)
and with the teacher teaching (49 minutes versus 15 1/2
minutes).

e When in small group structures, students in Level 5 spent o
more time with the teacher giving approval than did stu-
) dents in Levels 1-3 (4?{7econds versus 4 seconds).

21. To what extent are there significant differences between_groups . !
1n time spent with the teacher involved in various teacher activi-
ties as a function of teacher position?

' e When the teacher was in front of the class, Level 2 stu-
dents spent more time with the teachgr 'making no response
than did students in a]l other levels (5 1/3 minutes versus
1 3/4 mnutes).

[}

e When the teacher was among Students, Level 5 students spent
- more time with the teacher giving approval than did students
at all other levels {12 seconds versus less than 1 second).

o When the teacher was at the student's side, Level 4 students
spent more time with the teacher teathing than did students
in Levels 1 and 5 (4 3/4 minutes versus 47 seconds).
22. To what ‘extent are there significant differences between groups in
time spent with the teacher involved in various teacher activities
as a function of the class activity while the student 1s making no -
. ©active response?

e During mathematics, when the student was making no active
response, students in Levels 2 and 3 spent more time with
the teacher making no response than did students in Levels
4 and 5 (9 3/4 minutes versus 3 3/4 minutes). ¥ 7 (s

\ / ° ~
s ¢ During free time, when the student was making no active

response, students in Level ‘4 spent more time with the
teacher teachlng than did students in all other levgls
( 1 minute versus 6 seconds). ‘

¢ During business management activities, when the student )
was making no active response, students in Level 5 spent :
more time with the teacher teaching than students in a]l ~
other levels (4 1/3 mlnutei versUs 23 seconds).
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To what extent are there signifijcant differences between groups in

. time spent in various student responses as a function of the dif-

ferent tasks employed during ‘reading?

o During reading, when involved in teacher-student dis-
cussions, students in Level 2 spent more time than students
in all other levels in making no active response ( 1 1/2
m?%utes versus 13 seconds) and in inappropriate play (25
seconds versus less than 1 second).

¢ When using worksheets during reading, students in Level
4 spent more time than students in all other levels in
looking for_materials (2 1/3 minutes versus 9 seconds)
and 1n appropriate play (2 1/4 minutes versus 7 seconds). |
. ] .o g .
¢ When using other media during reading, Level 4 students
spent more time “1o0king for materials than did students
in-all other leveTs (1 1/2 minutes versus 10 1/2 seconds).
c Y .
e MWhen listening to lectures during reaﬁiqg, students in
Level 5 spent more time moving to new academic Stations

than did students in Levels 1-3 (5 seconds versus 0 seconds ).

o/ When using readers durinz reading, étudents in Level 2
spént more time looking around than did students in Level
5 (2 1/2 minutes versus 13 seconds). .

To what extent are there signifigant’differences between groups in
time spent in various student responses as a function of the class
structure during reading? .

» " When-+in individual structures during reading, Level 4

students spent more time than did students in all other .
. levels 1n writing (5 1/2 minutes versus 30 seconds),

asking academic questions (35 seconds versus 4 seconds),
raising hands (45 seconds versus 0 secoqu), looking for
materials (4 minutes versus 3 seconds?), appropriate play
(3 minutes versus 2-1/2 seconds), tatking about non-aca-
demics (50 seconds versus 4 1/2 seconds), and looking
around (2 minutes versus 8°1/2 seconds).

o During individual reading, students in Level 4 spent more
time than students in Levels 1 and 2 in making no active
response (11 1/2 minutes versus 5 seconds) and more: time

_moving to new academic stations than students 1n Levels 1,
2, and 3 (1 1/2 minutes verg:s 6 1/2 seconds).
’

3

o When in entire gFoup Structures during reading, Level 2.
students spent more time talking about non-academics than
did students in Levels 3 and 4 (31-seconds versus 4 seconds).

¢
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25. To what extent are there significant differences. between groups
time spent 1n various student responses as a function of teacher )
act1vtty dur1ng reading? . 2
/
“ 0 when the teacher was involved in other ta]k during reading,
students "in Level 1 spent more time asking academic ques-
_ tions than did students in Levels 2, 3, and 5 (5 seconds -
. /o versus less than 1 second). When the teachér was “making-no
© response during reading, Level™ 4 students spent more time .,
looking for materials than d¢id students in all other levels
+ {4 3/4 minutes versus 38 seconds%

S

i s
e When the teacher.was teaching dur1ng reading, students in

Level. 4 spent more time looking for materials -than Levels.

‘ 3 and 5 students (27 seconds versus 4 seconds), and more |

- . time.in self-stimulation than studerts 1in allaother levels

(5 seconds versus-less than T second) . ] o

N
. When the teacher<y qiving disapproval dur1n§ read1ng,

N Level 4 students sgent more time in inappropriate locales
', than did students in all other levels {4 seconds versus
0 seconds). ' ;

’

26. To what extent are there significant differences between groﬁps

. in time spent with fhe .teacher involved in various :teachér activities |

as-a function of the ‘task employed during reading?

gt

o Differences between groups were not significant,

27. To what extept are there significant differences between groups
n, time spent in di fferen tasks as a funct1on of c]ass structure‘
during reod1ng? , . : -
) When in sma]] group structures, Level 2 students spent
- more time using readers than, di¢g studegts in all :ether
-y levels {1 3/4 minutes versus 6 seconds). s .

' ‘9 MWhen 1n individual?structures, Level 4 students spent
more- time using worksheets than did’ students.in all .
other 1eve1s {2 1/2 seconds versus 12 _seconds). '
28. To what extent are there sign ficant’ d1fferencesfbetween gr0up§~
in time a1located to academlc versus non- academ1c act1v1t1es7

.

o Students n Leve]s 2 and 3 'received more ‘time allocated.
to academic activities than-did students in Level 5
(over 3 hours versus 2 T/4 hours):

29. To what extent are there swgnlflcant differences between groups
1n time spent in academic respondingy task management, «and in- .
appropriate behav1ors7 ) 4 ‘

LR
-

e
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e Students in Level 2 spent more time engaged in inapprepriate
student behaviors-than did students in Level 5. (46 minutes
' \ versus 16 minutes). . .
..@~‘ '- .
"30, To what extent are there 519n1f1cant differences between”.groups
in academc respond1ng, task management and 1nappropr1ate behaviors
- - " as d function of whether the act1v1ty is wtademic or’ non- academ\c7
N -
[} Durwng academic activities, students in Level 2 spent more
time in 1nappropriate behaviors than did students in "

<y " Level 5 (37 mlnutes versus 12 minutes).
. M/
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